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Abstract: In this paper we investigate the interplay between two fundamental mech-
anisms of microbial population dynamics and evolution, namely dormancy and hori-
zontal gene transfer. The corresponding traits come in many guises and are ubiquitous
in microbial communities, affecting their dynamics in important ways. Recently, they
have each moved (separately) into the focus of stochastic individual-based modelling
(Billiard et al 2016, 2018; Champagnat, Méléard and Tran, 2021; Blath and Té6bids
2020). Here, we investigate their combined effects in a unified model. Indeed, we con-
sider the (idealized) scenario of two sub-populations, respectively carrying ‘trait 1’ and
‘trait 2’, where trait 1 individuals are able to switch (under competitive pressure) into
a dormant state, and trait 2 individuals are able to execute horizontal gene transfer,
which in our case means that they can turn trait 1 individuals into trait 2 ones, at a
rate depending on the density of individuals.

In the large-population limit, we examine the fate of (i) a single trait 2 individual
(called ‘mutant’) arriving in a trait 1 resident population living in equilibrium, and (ii)
a trait 1 individual (‘mutant’) arriving in a trait 2 resident population. We analyse
the invasion dynamics in all cases where the resident population is individually fit
and the behaviour of the mutant population is initially non-critical. This leads to the
identification of parameter regimes for the invasion and fixation of the new trait, stable
coexistence of the two traits, and ‘founder control’ (where the initial resident always
dominates, irrespective of its trait).

One of our key findings is that horizontal transfer can lead to stable coexistence
even if trait 2 is unfit on its own. In the case of founder control, the limiting dynam-
ical system also exhibits a coexistence equilibrium, which, however, is unstable, and
with overwhelming probability none of the mutant sub-populations is able to invade.
In all cases, we observe the classical (up to three) phases of invasion dynamics a la
Champagnat (2006).
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1. INTRODUCTION

Motivation. An essential feature in bacterial population biology is the ability of individuals to
engage in horizontal (or lateral) gene transfer (HGT), which we understand here in an abstract sense
as the exchange of heritable genetic material resp. traits between contemporary microorganisms (eg.
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as the result of bacterial conjugation, [LT46]). The ability to execute horizontal transfer is widespread
among microbial populations, appears in several different forms, and has a crucial impact on the eco-
logical, evolutionary, and also pathogenic (eg. regarding antibiotic resistance) properties of microbial
communities, cf. eg. [OLGO00], [KW12], [GB14]. Horizontal gene transfer has been introduced into a
number of classical population genetics models, see eg. [BP14] and the references therein. Recently,
stochastic individual-based modelling of the effects of HGT (in idealized models) has gained substan-
tial interest in the mathematical biology community. Important contributions in this direction are for
example the population dynamics models and results of Billiard et al. [BCFMT16, BCEMT18§| and the
analysis in an extended adaptive dynamics framework, including a rather novel mutation regime, by
Champagnat, Méléard, and Tran [CMT21]. In these papers, the authors study the dynamics of two or
more populations competing for resources and horizontally exchanging traits, in case of the last paper
additionally considering mutations and the resulting changes in relative fitnesses. It is shown that
HGT can drastically change the dynamics and evolution of the underlying populations: Depending on
the frequency of mutations, it can lead to coexistence of traits that would not coexist without HGT,
evolutionary cyclic behaviour, temporary extinction of sub-populations, and evolutionary suicide.

Another biologically essential feature of microbial populations is dormancy. This trait, which is
again ubiquitous in microbial communities (see eg. [RC87], [W04], [SD73]), allows individuals to switch
reversibly into a metabolically (almost) inactive state (eg. by forming an endospore or cyst, or by phe-
notypically switching into a ‘persister cell’) to withstand unfavourable conditions [B04], [KL+05], thus
forming a seed bank comprised of dormant individuals. Traditionally, dormancy and seed banking have
been modelled in the context of seeds and plants, where they can be understood as a bet-hedging strat-
egy in fluctuating environments [Coh66], [B84], [E85]. However, as is the case with horizontal transfer,
dormancy also influences the evolutionary, ecological, and pathogenic character of bacterial popula-
tions in complex ways (see eg. [LJ11l [SL18, 10, LAHWB20] for overviews). While in the last two
decades there has been significant progress in the mathematical understanding of the role of dormancy
and seed banks in population genetics (cf. eg. [KKLO1, [TLLPS11, BEGKW15, BGKW16, BGKW20]),
there seem to be relatively few rigorous results in a stochastic population dynamic framework involv-
ing direct competition. In our previous paper [BT20], we introduced a stochastic individual-based
model for the invasion analysis of a dormancy trait in a resident population lacking this trait. We
showed that under suitable assumptions on the model parameters, with asymptotically positive prob-
ability, a newly arriving (‘mutant’) individual having the dormancy trait is able to invade the resident
population, even if it has a significantly lower reproductive rate than the residents, and in case of a
successful invasion, it will reach fixation (i.e., frequency one in the population) with high probability.
This shows that dormancy can come with a selective advantage even in the presence of a rather severe
reproductive trade-off, providing some conceptual explanation for the ubiquity of dormancy despite
the high energy costs for the maintenance of the underlying trait.

In the present paper we aim to gain some conceptual understanding of the combined effects of both
horizontal transfer and dormancy (at least in a basic scenario based on the previous works mentioned
above). To this end we analyse competitive individual-based models with two traits, one of them being
one-sided HGT involving a donor and a recipient (similar to [BCEMT18| Section 7] or [CMT21]), and
the other one being dormancy (as in [BT20]), and their large population limits. For concreteness,
let us say that trait 1 allows for dormancy, where switching into a dormant state is triggered by
competitive pressure, while switching back (resuscitation) happens spontaneously. Trait 2 individuals
have no dormant state, but they may be able to impose their trait on trait 1 individuals via HGT
(thus effectively turning trait 1 individuals into trait 2 individuals). See Section [2.1|below for details of
the model. We investigate both the situation where at time zero there is a trait 1 resident population
close to its equilibrium population size and a single newly arriving individual (mutant) of trait 2, and
vice versa, with the roles of 1 and 2 exchanged.
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The main questions that we wish to answer in this paper are a) under which conditions an invasion
of the mutant trait is possible (in either scenario) in a way that the probability of invasion stays positive
in the large-population limit, and b) whether a successful mutant trait will reach fixation (ie. frequency
one in the population) and make the resident trait go extinct, or whether both will coexist (again,
for either scenario). Finally, we are also interested in ¢) how long it takes until an invading mutant
reaches fixation, goes extinct, or reaches a coexistence equilibrium.

Outline of the paper. In Section [2] we introduce our stochastic individual-based model and derive
its large-population limit, given by a dynamical system. This scaling limit approximation works well
as soon/as long as all population sizes (of the residents and the mutants) are of the same order,
that is, after successful invasion, and before potential extinction/fixation of either population. We
then describe the main properties of the dynamical system (existence of a coexistence equilibrium,
stability etc.). To understand the invasion and fixation properites for the original stochastic model,
we introduce couplings to approximating branching processes for the early invasion / late extinction
phase, when either the mutant or the resident populations are small. At the end of the section we
present our main results, explain the heuristics behind them, and explicitly answer our main questions.

In Section [3|we conclude the main body of the text with a discussion of the rigorous methods required
to obtain our results, the different parameter regimes, and the boundary cases where either HGT or
dormancy is absent from the model. The analysis of the boundary cases clarifies which properties
are due to HGT (and present also in absence of dormancy), which ones are due to dormancy (and
observable also without HGT), and which emerge only if both evolutionary forces are simultaneously
included in the model.

The full proofs of our results can be found in the Appendix: In Section[A] we verify our deterministic
preliminary results about the limiting dynamical system. Section [B] contains the description of the
infinitesimal generator of our population process. In Section [C| we analyse the invasion of trait 2
against trait 1, whereas in Section [D] we investigate the one of trait 1 against trait 2. The main
methods and ideas of the proof are summarized in Section

2. MODEL DEFINITION, HEURISTICS, AND MAIN RESULTS

2.1. The stochastic population model and its limiting dynamical system. In our stochastic
model, the population evolves as a continuous time Markov chain

N; := (Niay, Niag, Noyg), t>0,

on the state space (Ng)?. The three quantities on the right-hand sides describe the number of indi-
viduals at time ¢ of trait 1 that are active (index la), those of trait 1 that are dormant (index 1d),
and finally those of trait 2. We further introduce a parameter K > 0 called the carrying capacity of
the population. To obtain a large population limit, we will later also consider the rescaled population

process

1
NK .= N >0,

Besides K, our process involves the following parameters:

A1 > 0, the birth rate of active trait 1 individuals,

A2 > 0, the birth rate of trait 2 individuals,

@ > 0, the death rate of both active trait 1 and trait 2 individuals,

C > 0, the competition strength,

p € (0,1), the dormancy initiation probability under competitive pressure,
k > 0, with ku the death rate of dormant individuals,

o > 0, the resuscitation rate of dormant individuals,
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e 7 > 0, the horizontal transfer rate.

The dynamics of our process (IN;) is then given by the following transitions with corresponding rates,
see Figure [1| for a visualization (for the interested reader, we also display the infinitesimal Markov
generator of the process (N¢)¢>0 in Appendix .

e Active trait 1 individuals give birth to another such individual at rate A\; and die at rate pu.

e Trait 2 individuals give birth to another such individual at rate Ao and die at rate p.

e For any ordered pair of active individuals, competitive events happen at rate C'/K, affecting
the first individual from the pair. If the affected individual is of trait 2, it dies immediately.
If it is of trait 1, then it dies with probability 1 — p, but with probability p it switches into
dormancy.

e Dormant trait 1 individuals become active at rate ¢ and die at rate xpu.

e Trait 2 individuals transfer their trait to active trait 1 individuals, i.e., turn them into trait 2,
at rate 7/K.

Note that the death rate p is the same for all active individuals. This assumption simplifies the
notation, and it can be made without loss of generality since the crucial parameters are the net
reproduction rates of the traits la and 2 (here, A\; — p and Ay — u), as we will see below. We typically
assume that x € [0, 1], ie. the death rate is lower for dormant individuals than for active ones.

Further, note that the carrying capacity K enters both the competition and the horizontal transfer
events. This is a classical scaling that leads to non-trivial limits for (NX) as K — oco. In particular,
in the limit, the competition events will lead to a logistic growth term with pre-factor C, and the
transfer events will lead to density-dependent transfer of rate 7 (an alternative modelling option would
be frequency-dependent transfer, see eg. [BCFMTI18, Remark 3.1] for a discussion of both concepts),
as can be seen below. Regarding the concrete mechanism of competition, we chose a micro-model in
which the individual death rates are increased due to crowding. An alternative way to incorporate
competition could have been via decreased birth rates, which, if suitably chosen, would lead to the same
scaling limit. However, increasing death rates blends in nicely with competition-induced switches into
dormancy and is consistent with earlier work in [BT20]. Our resuscitation mechanism for dormancy
leads to an immigration term from the dormant pool of individuals into the active trait 1 population,
and our HGT term is realized by an increased death rate of trait 1 individuals in the presence of trait
2, combined with a simultaneously increased birth rate for trait 2.

To formally identify the large population limit, assume that we have the convergence of the initial
population sizes of the rescaled process (Nf( ) at time 0, i.e.

%NO — NE K23 0(0) = (n1a(0), n14(0), 12(0)) € [0, 00)°.

Then, by classic convergence theory for Markov processes (see [EK86G, Theorem 11.2.1, p. 456)), as
K — oo, for T > 0, we obtain the weak convergence (uniformly on [0,7]) of our population process

(N )iepor) = ((1)=0 = ((n1a(t), n1alt), n2(t)))sejo,ry

to the solution (n(t));e(o, 7] of the deterministic dynamical system given by

dn(li(;(t) = nm(t) ()\1 — K0 C(nla(t) + ng(t)) — Tn2(t)) + Unld(t),
dnéi(t) = pCnia(t)(n1a(t) + na(t)) — (kp + o)naa(t), (2.1)
dnjt(t) = na(t) (A2 — pt — C(n1a(t) + na(t)) + 7n14(t)),

with the same initial condition n(0) and parameters as above.
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The result in particular shows that if all populations are comparably large at the same initial time,
their future dynamics can be well-approximated by their law-of-large number scaling limits given
by the above system. The Gaussian fluctuations around this scaling limit are described by [EKS86],
Theorem 11.2.3].

It is easy to see that the positive orthant [0,00)3 is positively invariant under this system. In
Section we will provide a short discussion of the relation of (2.1)) to competitive Lotka—Volterra
equations in the dormancy-free case p = 0 and some related remarks corresponding to the case p > 0.

Before we analyse the behaviour of the full system, we briefly collect some preliminary results in
special cases. Indeed, in absence of trait 1, the equilibrium population size of trait 2 is given as

_ Ao —p) VO

fiy = (C’f) (2.2)
, since it is easy to see that started from an initial condition n(0) = (0,0,a), a > 0, n(t) converges to
(0,0,72) as t — oo. (Throughout the paper, V stands for maximum and A for minimum.) Further, in

the absence of trait 2, the active equilibrium population size of trait 1 is

Al—p)VO Kp 4o
G D) 1 (2.3)
C kp+ (1 —p)o
and the dormant equilibrium population size of (in other words, the size of the seed-bank for) trait 1
equals

(M =)V O)p(kp + o)

Clhp+ (1 —p)o)? ~
where (114,714, 0) is given as the limit of n(¢) as t — oo if n(0) = (a, b, 0) for some a, b > 0; see [BT20]
for further details.

Nig = (2.4)

Throughout the paper we will usually assume that trait 1 is individually fit, i.e., A\ > p, which
ensures that n1, and 114 are both positive. However, the condition that trait 2 is individually fit, i.e.,
Ao > p, will not always be required; in some cases, an individually unfit trait 2 will still be able to
coexist with an individually fit trait 1, as we will see later. Yet, the same is not true with the two
traits interchanged, and the reason for this asymmetry is that trait 2 benefits from HGT, creating an
inflow and thus decreasing the trait 1 population.

2.2. Equilibria of the dynamical system and their stability.

2.2.1. Emistence of a coexistence equilibrium. Regarding the existence and number of coexistence equi-
libria of our system (2.1)) where both dormancy and HGT are present, we have the following lemma,
the proof of which is simply checking the zeros of the system.

Lemma 2.1. The system (2.1)) has a coordinate-wise positive coezistence equilibrium. if

Cpo C
)\2—M>W(A2—M)+?(Al—)\2)>>\l—# (2.5)
or o o
po
)\2—u<T(HM+U)()\2—,u)—|—T()\1—)\2)<)\1—/L. (2.6)

Given that a coezistence equilibrium exists, it is also unique and given as (niq, n14, n2) where

_ C(ep+0)(A2 = A1) + Cpo(p — X2) + (kp + 0)7(A2 — )

to ™ 7(Cpo — (kp + 0)7) ’

e PCO2 — M) (Crp+ ) (A2 = A1) + Cpo (i — do) + (ke + 0)7(X2 — 1)) (2.7)
1d = 7(Cpo — (kp + o)7)? ’ '
iy — Clrp+0)a = M) + Cpo(p — da) + (kp+ 0)7(M — 1)

—7(Cpo — (kK + o)1)
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(a) Reproduction / death of trait la ir.ldi\.zi(.iuals. (b) Reproduction / death of trait 2 individuals.
The symbol t represents the death of an individual.

227’2 2?

(¢) Competition event between trait 2 individuals. (d) Competition e.zver.lt.between trait 2 (first) and
trait la (second) individuals.

o olo
@ @B
\ \

0 @ 1@

C
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(e) Competition even between trait la (first) and (f) Competition even between trait la (first) and
trait 2 individuals. The first (1a) individual may trait 2 individual. The first (1a) 1nd1v1dua1 may
avoid death by switching into dormancy. avoid death by switching into dormancy.

5
W
R

(g) Leaving the dormant state either by death (rate xu), or by resuscitation (rate o).

(h) A trait 2 individual transferring its trait to a trait 1 invidual (at rate 7/K.)

FiGURE 1. Graphical representation of the transitions of the stochastic model from

Section
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Equilibrium
Cond. (0,0,0) (0,0, 2254) (7ita, P14, 0) (N1a; n1d, N2)
satisfied
(2.5)) unstable asp. stable asp. stable unstable
Second inequality | unstable A2 > p = unstable, | asp. stable i
of and first Ao < pu = equals
inequality of (0,0,0)
(2.6)) unstable A2 > = unstable, | unstable —
Ao < pu = equals
(0,0,0)
First inequality of | unstable asp. stable A1 > @ = unstable, i
and second in- A1 < p = equals
equality of (0,0,0)

TABLE 1. Stability of coordinatewise nonnegative equilibria of the dynamical system
(2.1). Here, ‘“—" means ‘no assertion is provided’ and ‘asp.” stands for ‘asymptotically’.

The proof of Lemma as well as proofs of all other assertions in this section) can be found in
the Appendix, see Section There, we will point out that condition (2.5 implies that 7 < Hi’fa,
ie. the transfer intensity 7 is relatively small, whereas condition (2.6)) implies that 7 > Opo i HGT

Ku+o?
is relatively strong, see Lemma
Corollary 2.2. Condition (2.5 implies \1 > p, and the same holds for condition ({2.6)).

The corollary shows that coexistence with an unfit HGT-receiving trait is not possible. However,
note that coexistence for A\ > p > Ay is not excluded: condition (2.6]) can still be satisfied with Ay < p
if the other parameters are suitably chosen; a necessary condition for this is 7 > C.

2.2.2. Stability of equilibria. After understanding under what conditions the coexistence equilibrium
exists, let us analyse the stability of the equilibria of the dynamical system (2.1) in case A\; > p. Our
main result regarding this is the following proposition, the proof of which can be found in Section [A-2]

Proposition 2.3. Assume that max{Ai, A2} > p and that none of the inequalities of (2.5) (or equiv-
alently, (2.6)) ) is satisfied with an equality. Then, the stability of the equilibria of the dynamical system

[2.1) is given according to Table 1]

Remark 2.4. Proposition [2.3| provides no assertion about the stability of the coexistence equilibrium
(n1g,m14,n2) under the assumption , although we expect that this equilibrium is asymptoti-
cally stable. Our main convergence results about the dynamical system , Proposition and
Lemma [D.4] in the Appendix, imply a certain global stability property of this equilibrium, namely
that the domain of attraction of the equilibrium is not contained in any proper affine linear subspace
of R3. Now, the methods used for our analysis of the same equilibrium under the assumption
imply that under , the Jacobi matrix corresponding to at this equilibrium has negative trace
and negative determinant, see Remark [A.2] for further details. Hence, the number of its eigenvalues
with negative real parts must be equal to 1 or 3. If we knew that the equilibrium (n14,n14,72) Was
hyperbolic (ie. that all eigenvalues have nonzero real parts), then the aforementioned global stability
properties of the equilibrium would be sufficient to exclude that there is only one eigenvalue with neg-
ative real parts, and hence we could conclude that the equilibrium is asymptotically stable. However,
we are not able to exclude the critical (non-hyperbolic) case that the Jacobi matrix has a conjugate
pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues, in which case the stability of the equilibrium with respect to the
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system ([2.1) need not be the same as for the linearized variant of the system around (nis,n14,n2).
Fortunately, the missing assertion about the local stability of (n14,n14,72) under condition ({2.6|) is
not needed for our analysis of invasion dynamics.

Remark 2.5. The four cases included in Table [1| suggest the following behaviour for the stochastic
individual-based model in the limit K — oo, which we will later make rigorous. We tacitly disregard
the cases where one of the inequalities in (2.5)) (or equivalently, ([2.6])) is satisfied with an equality.

(I) If holds, we have unstable coexistence of traits 1 and 2. This corresponds to founder
control, that is, for large population sizes, the probability that a mutant of one trait can invade
a population of the other trait living in equilibrium tends to zero. Note that we borrowed the
term ‘founder control’ from spatial ecology, where it describes a situation such that whichever
population first establishes at a given location, wins locally, i.e. can prevent the invasion of other
populations at this location, see e.g. [V15].

(IT) If the second inequality of and first inequality of hold, trait 2 is relatively unfit (or
even absolutely unfit, in the sense that Ao < p) and the HGT rate is too small to compensate this
disadvantage. Thus, trait 2 cannot invade trait 1. But the opposite invasion is possible, where
trait 1 will even reach fixation (the population size will approach the equilibrium (714, 7214, 0)
after rescaling by K) and trait 2 will become extinct. Note that one can only speak about trait
1 invading trait 2 if s > p because otherwise trait 2 cannot survive on its own.

(I11) If holds, we have stable coexistence; even though we are not able to show that (114, n14, n2)
is asymptotically stable, in Sections and we will see that it exhibits strong non-local
attracting properties. Both traits are able to invade the other one, but none of them is able to
reach fixation and make the other one go extinct; instead, starting with a resident population of
equilibrium size from one trait and a single mutant of the other one, with asymptotically positive
probability the rescaled population size process will converge to the coexistence equilibrium
(n1q,n14,n2). For C' < 7, this regime contains cases when Ay < p, ie. where trait 2 can only
survive thanks to HGT from trait 1, as we will discuss in Section

(IV) In the last case, when the first inequality of and the second inequality of hold, HGT
is strong or trait 2 is individually fitter than in the previous case. The result of this is that a
mutant of trait 1 cannot invade a population of trait 2 of equilibrium size. In contrast, a mutant
of trait 2 can invade a trait 1 population and even reach fixation (the population size will reach
the equilibrium (0,0, 722) after rescaling by K) with asymptotically positive probability, driving
trait 1 into extinction.

One may wonder whether in the second and in the third case, the one-type equilibria that are
claimed to be asymptotically stable actually have a positive coordinate. This is indeed the case, which
is shown by the following lemma.

Lemma 2.6. The following assertions hold.

(i) If the first inequality of (2.5)) and the second inequality of (2.6) hold with Ay > pu, then Ay > p.
(ii) If the first inequality of (2.6) and the second one of (2.5) hold with Ao > u, then Ay > p.

Lemma [2.6] together with Corollary 2.2] and Lemma will guarantee that an individually unfit
trait cannot drive another individually fit trait into extinction, hence there is no evolutionary suicide
(cf. [BCEMT1S8, Section 7] or [CMT21], Section 1]) in our model. The proof of Lemma [2.6] can also be
found in Section

To provide a better intuition about the four different parameter regimes described in Proposition [2.3]
in Section (and in particular in Figure we depict the areas of fixation of one trait, stable
coexistence of both traits, and founder control (with a corresponding unstable coexistence equilibrium
in the dynamical system ([2.1)) for different choices of the parameters. Note that the precise meaning
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of this figure (eg. the meaning of ‘stable coexistence’) relies on our main results presented in Section
below. While condition (2.5 implies A\; > A2 and the (2.6) implies A2 > A1, in the other two cases
both A1 > A9 and Ay > A\ are possible.

We will discuss the special cases 7 > p = 0 (HGT without dormancy) and p > 7 = 0 (dormancy
without HGT) in Sections and since they are also covered by the proof techniques of the
present paper. In a nutshell, the case 7 > p = 0 turns out to be rather similar to the case 7,p > 0,
with the main difference being that in the case (I) above (founder control), the underlying (two-
dimensional) dynamical system does not exhibit an unstable coexistence equilibrium. In contrast, in
the case p > 7 = 0 we have ‘competitive exclusion’ in the sense that ‘invasion implies fixation’. That
is, regimes (II) and (IV) cover all possibilities with max{A;, A2} > p, apart from boundary cases. Our
previous paper [BT20] focused on the question of under what conditions trait 1 can invade trait 2
(with Ao, A\; > p) and reach fixation. The parameter regime where we found this to be possible is
the analogue of regime (II), and we pointed out that it also contains cases where A; < Ag, ie. the
trait benefiting from competition-induced dormancy may even win against a faster reproducing trait
lacking the capability of dormancy.

2.3. Heuristics of the mechanisms of invasion and fixation for the stochastic system. We
now return to the analysis of the stochastic model that we introduced in Section Our results are
based on probabilistic individual-based invasion theory a la Champagnat (cf. [C06]), exhibiting the
following now classical phases:

(1) growth or extinction of the (initially small) mutant population to a ‘macroscopic size’ of order K,
while the (large) resident population stays close to equilibrium,

(2) in case the probability of extinction during phase 1) does not tend to one as K — co: a mean-field
(a.k.a. Lotka—Volterra) phase where both traits have macroscopic population sizes and the system
can be approximated by a deterministic system of ODEs (in our case by ), converging either
to a coexistence equilibrium (exhibiting a certain global stability property) or to the monomorphic
equilibrium of the mutants,

(3) if there is no stable coexistence: previously macroscopic resident population becomes small and
faces extinction, while the mutant population stays close to equilibrium.

To be more concrete, assume that K is large and that for some i,j € {1,2}, i # j, there exists
a monomorphic resident population of trait ¢ close to its equilibrium population size after rescaling
by K, where we assume that trait ¢ is individually fit (i.e., A; > p), and a single mutant of trait j.
The question is now whether an invasion of mutants is possible, i.e., whether the mutants are able to
reach a population size of order K with a probability that stays bounded away from zero as K — oc.
We expect the following to hold. As long as the mutant population is small but not (yet) extinct,
it essentially only feels competition from the active resident population. Thus, since during the time
until its extinction or growth to size of order K the resident population stays close to its equilibrium
with high probability, the mutant population can be approximated by a linear branching process
(which is two-type if j = 1), similarly eg. to the setting of [CCLS17, [CCLLS21, [BT20]. This phase
ends either with the extinction of the mutant population (after O(1) time units) or with the mutant
population reaching a size of order of K, which takes of order log K time units. Given that our three-
dimensional population size process reaches a state where all sub-populations are of order K, rescaled
by K it can be approximated by the limiting dynamical system . Now, our aim is to show that
the population process hits a state that converges to an initial condition of the dynamical system such
that starting from this point, the solution of the system converges to the corresponding single stable
equilibrium. This second, ‘mean-field’ or ‘Lotka—Volterra’ phase takes O(1) time. Finally, in case
this stable equilibrium is not the coexistence one but the monomorphic one of trait j, fixation occurs:
after an additional time of order log K the trait ¢ population becomes extinct with high probability.
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Here, the mutant population stays close to equilibrium, and the resident one can be approximated by
a branching process, which is now subcritical. In fact, this branching process is the same as the one
corresponding to the mutants in the first phase of invasion in case the roles of ¢ and j are interchanged.
This third phase does not take place if we have stable coexistence.

Depending on the stability of equilibria, we expect the following invasion dynamics:

(1) In case (niq,n14,n2) exists but it is unstable, invasion of trait j is impossible. The mutant
population becomes extinct in O(1) time with high probability and the resident population
stays close to equilibrium. This corresponds to founder control.

(2) In case (niq,n14,n2) exists and is asymptotically stable, invasion of trait j is possible, and the
population size process reaches a state with high probability from which the solution of the
dynamical system converges to this stable equilibrium. In particular, with high probability,
fixation does not occur.

(3) In case there is no coexistence equilibrium and the one-trait equilibrium of the mutant trait j
is asymptotically stable, invasion and fixation of trait j is possible.

(4) In case there is no coexistence equilibrium and the one-trait equilibrium of the resident trait ¢
is asymptotically stable, invasion of trait j is impossible. The mutant population goes extinct
in O(1) time with high probability, while the resident population stays close to equilibrium.

In particular, we expect that the three (respectively two) phases of invasion are consistent in the
sense that the possibility of invasion and fixation is in one-to-one correspondence with the local stability
landscape of the dynamical system . In other words, we will see that, apart from the critical case,
a trait is able to invade if its invasion fitness is positive and it is able to reach fixation if and only
if the invasion fitness of the other trait is negative (see Remark for the notion and properties of
invasion fitness).

We can show that the behaviour of the approximating branching processes is indeed in correspon-
dence with the one of the local stability portrait of . If trait 1 is resident with A; > p and trait 2
is mutant, this branching process is defined as a continuous time Markov chain (Ng(t))tzo with state
space Ny, assuming that 0 is an absorbing state, and with the following rates for n € N:

e n — n+1 at rate (A2 + 77i14)n (reproduction of mutants from birth or HGT to the residents),
e n—n— 1 at rate (u+ Cnyg)n (death of mutants by age or competition with the residents).

This branching process is supercritical, i.e., its birth (n — n + 1) rate is higher than its death
(n — n — 1) rate, if and only if
~ M—p  Kputo
A=X—pu—(C—r1
2= p=( ) C kp+(1-p)o

where we used the definition of 11, from (2.3). Using elementary operations, we conclude that this
condition is equivalent to

> 0, (2.8)

CW + g()\l — A2), (2.9)
which is the second inequality in . Further, in case trait 2 is initially resident and 1 is mutant,
and the only stable equilibrium of the system is (714,714, 0), then the same branching process
approximates the trait 2 population in the last, third phase of invasion. Hence, this branching process
is subcritical in case the strict reverse inequality of holds, i.e.,

Cpo(Ag —p)  C

Al — — 2+ — (A1 = A2). 2.1
1—p < (1 0) +7_(1 2) (2.10)

AL — >

The extinction probability of the branching process (Na (t))e>0 is defined as
g2 = P(3t < 00: No(t) = 0|Na(0) = 1). (2.11)
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Then we have go = 1 if the process is not supercritical. Else, g2 equals the unique fixed point of the
probability generating function of the branching process in (0, 1), that is, g2 is the unique solution of
the quadratic equation

(A2 + 7714)8% + (=2 — (7 4+ C)A1g)s + Chigg = 0
being different from 1. That is,

(/\2 + Tﬁla) — \/()\2 + (T + C)ﬁla)Q — 4Cﬁ1a(/\2 + Tﬁla)
Q2 = — . (2.12)
2()\2 + T?’Lla)

On the other hand, if trait 2 is resident and trait 1 is mutant, the branching process approxi-
mating the mutants in the first phase is two-type; it is given as a continuous time Markov chain
((N1a(t), ﬁm(t)))tzo with state space Ny x Ny, assuming that (0,0) is an absorbing state, and with
the following rates for (n,m) € Ng x Ng \ {(0,0)}:

e (n,m) — (n+1,m) at rate A\;n (reproduction of active mutants from birth),

e (n,m) — (n—1,m) at rate (u+C(1—p)na+7n2)n (death of active mutants by age, competition
with the residents or HGT from the residents),

e (n,m) — (n—1,m+ 1) at rate (Cpng)n (competition-induced switching of active mutants to
dormancy),

e (n,m) — (n,m — 1) at rate kum (natural death of dormant mutants),

e (n,m) — (n+1,m— 1) at rate om (resuscitation of dormant mutants).

Using standard results of the theory of multitype branching processes [ANT72) Section 7.2], this process
is supercritical, i.e., its probability of going extinct is less than one, if and only if the following mean
matriz has a positive eigenvalue:

S <>\1—u—(/\z—u)—5(>\2—u) p(&—u))' (2.13)
o —KU— 0O
The determinant of this matrix is

det J = —(A1 = d2 = (02 = 1)) (kp + 0) = po(de — ).
This is negative if and only if

C Cpo (A2 — )
M)y POV, 2.14
(A1 —A2) + S p—— 2 — [ (2.14)

-
which is the first inequality in (2.6)). Under this condition, the matrix clearly has a positive eigenvalue.
On the other hand, if the determinant is not negative, then there is no positive eigenvalue. Indeed,
if the determinant was nonnegative but there was a positive eigenvalue, then the trace of the matrix

would also be nonnegative, in other words, we would have
T
A1 — A2 — E()Q—M) > K+ 0.

But this would imply that det J < —(ku+0)?—po(Aa—p) < 0, which would contradict the assumption
that det J > 0. We conclude that the branching process is supercritical if and only if is satisfied.
Moreover, in case trait 1 is initially resident and 2 is mutant, and the only stable equilibrium of the
system is (0,0, 722), then the same two-type branching process approximates the trait 1 population
in the last, third phase of invasion. Hence, this branching process is subcritical in case the strict reverse

inequality of (2.14]) holds, that is,

c Cpo(Ay — p)

?()\1 — )\2) + < Ay — L. (2.15)
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Note that the largest eigenvalue of J is given as
~ 1 _ _
N = %( A+ /a2~ A(—C2(rp+ )M — M) — Cpo(ha — p) + Clrp + o) (ha — u))) (2.16)

where

&:O(mu—l—a) —C()\l —)\2)+()\2—u)7.

Further, we identify the extinction probabilities of the branching process ((Nyq(t), N14(t)))e>0 as fol-
lows. We define

g1 = P(3t < 00: Nia(t) + Nia(t) = 0|(N14(0), N14(0)) = (1,0)). (2.17)

Thanks to [ANT2 Section 7], if the process is not supercritical, then ¢; = 1. Else, ¢; is the first
coordinate of the unique solution of the system of equations

M (52 = 5a) + 02 = )50 = sa) + (+ C((1=p) + 5) Oz = 10)(1 = 5) =0,

0(sq — sq) + ku(l —sq) =0,

(2.18)

in [0,1]2\ {(1,1)}, while the second coordinate of the same solution is the extinction probability given
that the branching process is started from (0, 1).

Remark 2.7. It follows from the observations of this section that the eigenvalues X and X have opposite
signs, in particular, X =0 if and only if X =0, ie., if one of the branching processes (]Vg(t))tzo and
((N1a (), Nld(t)))tzo is critical, then so is the other one. Hence, A # 0 implies that either or
holds, further, either or is satisfied. We will use this throughout the paper in order
to simplify the notation.

Remark 2.8. The invasion fitness of a mutant individual in a one-trait resident population living
in equilibrium is commonly defined as the initial growth rate of the mutant population. In case of a
single-coordinate mutant population, the growth rate is to be understood as the difference between
the initial birth rate and the initial death rate. From this we easily conclude that the invasion fitness
of a mutant of trait 2 against a two-coordinate resident population of trait 1 close to the equilibrium
population size (714, 714) 1S
Ku+o

kp+ (1 —plo
which is the birth rate plus the initial HGT rate minus the death rate minus the rate of death by
competition for the approximating branching process (Ng(t))tzo. In case the mutant population is

given by a multi-type linear branching process, it follows from [AN72] Section 7] that the mean growth
rate of the population is the Lyapunov exponent of the corresponding mean matrix. This equals

S(21) = Ay — pt — Cng + Thia = Mg — p— (C — 7) (A1 — ) =, (2.19)

S(1;2) = A

for the branching process ((Nia(t), Nm(t)))tzo approximating the trait 1 mutant population shortly
after time 0 in case of a trait 2 resident population close to its equilibrium. Hence, we can rightfully
call the expression S(1;2) the corresponding invasion fitness. Note that in this case, the total mutant
population size process (Niq(t) + ﬁld(t))tzo is typically not Markovian.

We see that apart from the critical case A=\= 0, for i,7 € {1,2}, i # j, a mutant of trait i can
invade a resident population of trait j living in equilibrium if and only if S(7;j) > 0, and in this case,
fixation of trait ¢ is possible if and only if S(j;7) < 0, else, there is stable coexistence between the two
traits. This aligns with the observations of [B20, Section 3] about invasion fitnesses of one-coordinate
populations.
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Summarizing, we see a consistency between the stability of equilibria of and the properties of
the approximating branching processes as explained above. How precisely these branching processes
approximate our population process will be explained during the proofs of our main results, which
will be carried out in Appendix [C] and Appendix

2.4. Statement of our main results. In this section we provide mathematically rigorous answers
to our main questions. Recall that trait 1 has a dormant state, whereas 2 has none, but it can transfer
trait 1 individuals into trait 2 ones via HGT. Making the heuristics of Section precise, we present
the following main results, which describe the fate of a mutant of trait 2 in a population of trait 1
living in equilibrium, respectively (in case trait 2 is fit) the fate of an active mutant of trait 1 in a
population of trait 2 in equilibrium. (Given this, the case when initially there is a dormant mutant
instead of an active one can be handled analogously to [BT20, Section 3.3].) We assume throughout
that A1 > pu.

For 8 > 0 define the ‘fixation sets’

S5 = {0} x {0} x [ — B, 72 + A, (2.20)
S = e — B, 71, + B] x [M1a — 8,714 + 8] x {0}. (2.21)

Further, we define the ‘coexistence set’
SCO — [nla - 5771’10, + B] X [nld - /anld + /B] X [TLQ - ﬁ?nQ + /8] (222)

in case (n14,n14,n2) exists as a coordinatewise positive equilibrium. These are the closures of open
¢>-neighbourhoods of the equilibria (0,0, 72), (214,714, 0) respectively (niq,n14,n2). Next, we define
a stopping time at which Nf( reaches these sets, respectively:

Tg, = inf{t > 0: N e Sp},  ie{1,2,co}, (2.23)

where we put ngo = 00 if (ni4,Mn14,n2) does not exist as a coordinatewise positive equilibrium.
Moreover, we define the first time when the rescaled mutant population size reaches a threshold x > 0
(from below or above):

T2 :=inf{t > 0: KNj, = [z2K]} (2.24)

T

(in case trait 2 is the mutant) respectively

T} :=inf{t > 0: Nfy, + N{y, = [zK|}. (2.25)

T

Let us now describe the invasion and fixation dynamics of a single mutant of trait 2 in a population
of trait 1 living close to equilibrium. We disregard the critical cases when in one of the inequalities in
the corresponding equality holds. First, we derive the limiting probability of a successful invasion.
In case this is positive, we also provide the asymptotic time until fixation respectively reaching the
coexistence equilibrium.

Theorem 2.9. Assume that A > pu, (NE(0), NK(0)) e (i1a, N14) and NE(0) = £.
—00

(1) Assume that (2.10) holds. Then, for all z > 0 we have
lim P(T§ < T02> ~0.

K—oo

(2) Assume that (2.9) holds. Then,
e if (2.14) holds, then for all sufficiently small 8 > 0 we have

. 2 1
Klgnoop(Tsﬂ < T /\TS§> —1— g, (2.26)
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and on the event {Tse < T2 A ng},

li TS?BO _ ! 2.27
Ko log K ) (2:27)

i probability,
e whereas if (2.15)) holds, then for all sufficiently small 5 > 0, we have
lim P(TSQ < Tg) =1-q, (2.28)
K—oo B

and on the event {ng < 1T¢},

Ts2
fim —2 —1_1 (2.29)
K—colog K )\ )

in probability.

Recall that if holds, then > 0, whereas if holds, then X < 0. These guarantee that the
right-hand sides of (2.27) and ({2.29) are positive under the corresponding conditions of Theorem
The difference of the form of (2.27) and (2.29) is that the second (Lotka—Volterra) phase of invasion
takes O(1) time units but afterwards, if there is no stable coexistence, the extinction of the resident
population (and its approximating subcritical branching process) will take an order of log K time.

Next, we show that in case of an unsuccessful invasion, with high probability, the extinction takes
a sub-logarithmic time (in particular, the extinction happens during the first phase of the invasion),
and at the time of extinction the resident population is close to its equilibrium population size. In the
following theorem, || - || denotes the Euclidean norm on R3, which could certainly also be replaced by
any other fixed norm.

Theorem 2.10. Under the assumptions of Theorem on the event {TO2 < TS;O A ng}:

Iy 0 (2.30)
im = )
K—oo log K
and
K _ _
]l{TO2<TS%o/\TSE}HNTg — (71a, 7114, 0) | e 0, (2.31)

both in probability.

Next, we derive similar results for the case when trait 2 is individually fit and trait 1 tries to invade
it. The corresponding analogue of Theorem is given as follows.

Theorem 2.11. Assume that Ao > p, (N5 (0), N5 (0)) = (£,0), and N§(0) 2 na.
—00
(1) Assume that (2.15) holds. Then, for all x > 0 we have
lim P(T,} < T01> ~0.

K—oo

(2) Assume that (2.14) holds. Then,
e in case (2.9)) holds, then for all sufficiently small B > 0, we have
. 1 1
Klgnoo]P’(Tgﬂ < T /\Tsé> —1—q, (2.32)
and on the event {Tse < T A Tsé}
Tse 1

li == 2.33
K 3o log K ) ( )

in probability,
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e whereas in case (2.10)) holds, then for all small enough B > 0, we have
lim P(Tsé <TIA ngo) —1—q, (2.34)

K—o0

and on the event {Tsé <T3 A ngo},

Tsl 1
lim b = =
K—oolog K )\

(2.35)

> =

in probability.

Finally, the analogue of Theorem [2.10]is the following.
Theorem 2.12. Under the assumptions of Theorem we have that on the event {TO1 < ngoATs[g};

T _yg (2.36)
11m = .
K—oo log K
and
1 K =
Ty < Toge N Ta1 }|N7y = (0,0,79)]| — 0, (2.37)

both in probability.

Recall that under the condition ({2.9)), A > 0, whereas if (2.15) holds, then X\ < 0. Thanks to
these facts, the right-hand sides of (2.33) and (2.35) are positive if the corresponding conditions of
Theorem 2.11] are satisfied.

The proof of Theorems [2.9] and will be carried out in Appendix [C] The proof of Theorems
and [2.12] will be sketched in Appendix [D] In Section [3.I] we provide a brief summary of the steps of our
proofs that required some novel ideas, emphasizing that given the results of [CCLLS21l BT20], the
main difficulty is to verify convergence of the dynamical system in the case when trait 2 is invading
trait 1.

Regarding the interpretation of the different regimes of fixation, stable coexistence, and founder
control, we gave an informal overview in Section in the context of the dynamical system ;
see also Section for a visualization of these regimes for different choices of the parameters. A key
ingredient of the proof of the convergence of the dynamical system to the respective equilibrium is the
following lemma, which will be essential in order to treat the second phase of invasion. Its proof can

be found in Appendix
Lemma 2.13. The following assertions hold.

(i) Let Ay > p. Then, is equivalent to the condition Cng > (C' — T)N1g.

(11) If (n1q, n1d,n2) exists as a coordinatewise positive equilibrium, then Cng = C(niq + n2) — Tnig.
(ii1) If (2.14) and (2.9) hold, then C(niq + n2) + 1mng > C(A\1 — p).

(iv) If (2.15) and (2.9) hold with A1 > p, then (C 4 7)ng > C(A1 — u).

(v) If (2.14) and hold with A1 > p, then (C + T)ny < C(A\1 — p).

Let us provide an interpretation of this lemma. Taking also the effect of HGT into account, at ¢ > 0,
C(n1a(t) + na(t)) + na(t) is the ‘effective competitive pressure’ felt by the active trait 1 population:
the population is not only exposed to death or switching to dormancy due to competitive pressure,
but trait 2 also removes individuals from the trait 1 population via HGT. In the same time, trait 2
feels an effective competitive pressure of C(ni4(t) + na(t)) — 7ni(t): death by competition is at least
partially compensated by turning trait 1 individuals into trait 2 ones via HGT. Assertion tells that
in case of stable coexistence, this effective competitive pressure is larger in the coexistence equilibrium
(n14,M14, n2) than close to the one-type equilibrium (7214, 714, 0) of trait 1. Further, in view of (i) and



16 JOCHEN BLATH AND ANDRAS TOBIAS

(i), the (active) trait 2 population feels less competitive pressure close to the coexistence equilibrium
(n14,M14, n2) than near (714, 714,0). These (together with additional arguments) will make it possible
for trait 2 to decrease the trait 1 population until this coexistence equilibrium is not reached. On the
other hand, under the assumptions of assertion , there is no coexistence equilibrium, but in the
one-trait equilibrium (0, 0, 722) of trait 2, the active trait 1 population feels more effective competitive
pressure than in the vicinity of (714,714,0). Further, thanks to , the trait 2 population feels
less competitive pressure near (0,0, 79) than close to (714, 714,0). This is the heuristic reason for a
complete fixation of trait 2 and extinction of trait 1. Finally, the assertion can be interpreted as
follows: in case holds but there is no coexistence equilibrium, then trait 2 cannot make trait 1
go extinct, i.e., there is no fixation of trait 2 for Ao > p and no evolutionary suicide for A < p.

In the next remark, we briefly explain how our theorems answer our main questions posed in
Section [

Remark 2.14 (Answers to the main questions).

Invasion of trait 2 against trait 1. Assume that Ao > p. Theorems [2.9H2.10] explain that invasion of
a trait 2 mutant against a trait 1 resident population (with A\; > p) is successful with asymptotically
positive probability as K — oo under the condition and with probability tending to zero under
the condition CIf . holds, then with high probability, a successful invasion will be followed
by fixation of trait 2 if (2.15)) holds and by convergence to the coexistence equihbrium (n1a,n14,N2)
if (| - ) holds. The time until coexistence divided by log K converges to 1/ \in probability, whereas
the time until fixation of trait 1 divided by log K tends to 1/ X—1 / )\ where the additional term
corresponds to the length of the additional third phase of the invasion where the formerly resident
population goes extinct. In case of a failed invasion, the time until the extinction of a mutant is
sub-logarithmic in K, and the resident population stays near equilibrium until this extinction with
high probability.

Invasion of trait 1 against trait 2. Theorems tell that for Ay > pu, analogous result holds for
the reverse invasion direction, where trait 1 tries to invade a trait 2 resident population (which only
makes sense if A2 > u). Here, the roles of traits 1 and 2, the ones of ( and -, the ones of
and , as well as the ones of A and \ have to be interchanged With each other. In particular,
if both and ( - hold, then the resident reaches fixation and the mutant goes extinct in any
case, ie. we have founder control.

3. DISCUSSION OF METHODS, PARAMETER REGIMES, AND SPECIAL CASES

In this section we discuss different aspects of our model and the employed methods. Since we
present the proofs of our main results in the Appendix, in Section we provide a short overview
of the techniques used in the proofs. In Section we visualize and interpret the different regimes
of invasion and fixation. Finally, in the remainder of the section, we investigate special cases of our
model. In Section we treat the case when there is only HGT but no dormancy in the system,
whereas in Section we analyse the case when there is only competition-induced dormancy but no
HGT. In the latter two sections, we omit the proofs because they can be obtained as special cases of
the ones in the Appendix.

3.1. Methods. As already mentioned in Section our approach is based on the individual-based
invasion theory introduced in [CO6]. On the one hand, during the analysis of the invasion (and,
if applicable, fixation) of trait 1 in a trait 2 population, we are able to use multiple arguments of
our recent paper [BT20] where we investigated competition-induced dormancy without HGT. The
analysis of phases (1) and (if applicable) (3) is a relatively straightforward adaptation of the methods
of the aforementioned paper, which rely on a number of proof techniques from the papers [CCLS17,
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CCLLS21]. Here, the main task is to take into account the additional effect of HGT and the arising
coexistence equilibrium.

On the other hand, handling the deterministic phase (2) of invasion requires novel ideas, and this
is the most tedious part of the proof. Even determining the local stability of the equilibria of the
limiting dynamical system is a nontrivial task, and in our proofs we also need a certain global stability,
namely a convergence of the solution of the system to the one-trait equilibrium of mutants (in case of
no coexistence) respectively to the coexistence equilibrium. As for the invasion of trait 1 (exhibiting
dormancy) against trait 2 (benefiting from HGT), there are still some proof techniques from [CCLLS2]]
that can be extended to this case, based on some additional stochastic results using the Kesten—Stigum
theorem (see Section . For the invasion of trait 2 against trait 1, which has no HGT-free analogue
in [BT20], we provide an entirely deterministic proof based on observations regarding the competitive
pressure felt by the active trait 1 and trait 2 population, involving an approximation of the trait 1
population by a two-dimensional dynamical system.

3.2. Fixation vs. coexistence landscapes in different parameter regimes. In Figure [2| we
present numerical examples for the parameter regimes corresponding to the different scenarios of
invasion, fixation, and coexistence described in these theorems. We choose the same values of C, u, k
for all simulations for simplicity, and we fix different values of 7,p > 0 in each of the examples. Given
these, we determine the fate of the population depending on the birth rates A, Ao. We only consider
the case \1 > u, whereas we allow for Ao < u. The notation for the coloured regions is the following.

e Yellow: founder control (with unstable coexistence).
— L. Founder control (with Ao > A1).
e Blue: fixation of trait 1.
— II. Fixation of trait 1 despite Ao > Aq.
— IT'. Fixation of trait 1 with Ay > Ay > p.
— II”. Fixation of trait 1 with Ay > p > Ao.
e Red: stable coexistence.
— III. Stable coexistence with A1 > As > p.
— III’. Stable coexistence with A\; > p > Ao.
o Green: fixation of trait 2.
— IV. Fixation of trait 2 with Ay > Aq.
— IV’. Fixation of trait 2 despite A1 > As.
In each figure,
T(ﬁi(ﬂ(& — )+ g(xl )

is the equation of the orange critical line, whereas the blue critical line is given as follows:

Ag — pp =

Cpo

A —p= L7
LA T(kp+ o)

()\2 — ,U) + g()\l — )\2).

On these lines themselves, the behaviour of our population process is unknown.

(1) Figure HGT is weak compared to dormancy, i.e., 7 < In this case, only an unstable

Kpto”
coexistence equilibrium (regime I) may exist (which then coll:;responds to founder control). The
existence of regime II shows that trait 1 has an advantage caused by dormancy: It can even
reach fixation in some cases when A9 > A1, and further increase of \g first leads to an unstable
coexistence and only afterwards to the fixation of trait 2.

(2) Figures |2b| and HGT is strong compared to dormancy, i.e., 7 > %

2 has an advantage due to HGT, which gives rise to regime IV’ where trait 2 reaches fixation
despite Aa < A1, whereas regime II is now absent. Moreover, there always exists a stable

. In this case, trait
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: II??

l A

1
(a) Case T = 0.1, 0 = 0.9, p = 0.1. HGT is weak (b) Case 0 =1, 7 = 0.8, p = 0.05. HGT is strong
compared to dormancy. Coexistence can only be compared to dormancy but still weaker than com-
unstable (and in that case, we have founder control petition (7 < C). Coexistence can only be stable,
(I), yellow region). and it occurs only for Ay > p.

(c) Case 0 =1, 7 = 1.2, p = 0.05: HGT is strong compared to dormancy
and even stronger than competition (7 > (). Coexistence can only be
stable, and it occurs even for \s < p.

FIGURE 2. Fixation vs. coexistence landscapes for A\; and A2, and all other parameters
fixed. We always put C' = pu =1 and x = 0.

coexistence regime (regime III) with 1 < A2 < A;. Depending on whether C' < 7 or C > 7

(i.e., whether the interaction between traits 1 and 2 is harmful or actually beneficial for trait
2), we distinguish two sub-cases.

e Figure The slope of the orange line is still positive, so that regime II’ still exists.

Hence, stable coexistence can only occur for A2 > pu (in other words, regime III” is absent

and regime II” covers the whole area where Ay < u), but an arbitrarily small positive
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A2 — p can give rise to stable coexistence given that A1 > p is also close to zero from
above. We observe that increasing A; is always beneficial for trait 1, since the length of
the vertical section of regime II’ increases in ;.

e Figure The slope of the orange line is negative. Hence, stable coexistence can also
occur for Ay < p (see regime IIT’). Observe that A2 = p leads to coexistence whenever
A1 > p. Further for any positive Ao # u, stable coexistence is possible given that A; is
sufficiently large. In fact, if A is larger than the intersection of the orange line with the
x-axis, then any Ao € (0, ) is in the stable coexistence regime. Consequently, regime IT’
is absent, and increasing A; is actually deleterious for trait 1 because the length of the
vertical section of regime II” decreases in A1 and reaches 0 at a finite value of A;.

Note that in general, as long as p € (0,1), k > 0, and o, u, C, 7 > 0, the orange line has a negative
slope if and only if 7 > C, i.e., HGT is stronger than competition. If this is satisfied and also (2.6)
holds, then stable coexistence occurs for some choice of the parameters with Ao < u < Ay. For C = 7,
the orange critical line coincides with the one given by Ao = p. Hence, if Ao > u, then trait 2 can
coexist with trait 1 once A; is sufficiently large, but if Ay < u, then trait 2 cannot invade trait 1.

3.3. The dormancy-free case with HGT. In the special case p = 0 when trait 1 exhibits no
dormancy, the dormant coordinate of trait 1 can be ignored. This leads to the limiting dynamical

System
dm
ot — nit(M — p— Cnig — Cnoy — Tnoy),
ddt (3.1)
nat
@ - nat(Ae — p— Cnig — Cnoy + Tnay),

with some competition parameter C' > 0. This is a special case of the dynamical system studied in
[BCEMT1S|, Proposition 4.1] corresponding to density-dependent HGT. However, their system comes
with rather different notation, therefore we briefly describe the main properties of our model for the
reader’s convenience.

Using the terminology of [B20), Section 1.1], is a Lotka—Volterra system with constant intraspe-
cific competition, but with an asymmetric relation between the two traits: the interaction between
the two traits is less disadvantageous for trait 2 than for trait 1. As long as A\; > p and 7 < C, this
interaction is disadvantageous also for trait 2, hence the Lotka—Volterra system is competitive. Else
if A\ > p but 7 > C, the interaction is still disadvantageous for trait 1 but beneficial (for 7 > C') or
neutral (in the boundary case 7 = C) for trait 2. This yields a host-parasite or prey-predator type
interaction between trait 1 and trait 2 if 7 > C. (For p > 0, the system is not of Lotka—Volterra
type in terms of [B20) Section 1.1], but it is clear that the interaction between traits 1 and 2 is still
competitive for C' > 7 and predator—prey or host—parasite type if 7 > C'.)

Let us recall the equilibrium ne = M, and let us denote the analogous one-type equilibrium

w of trait 1 by nj. It is straightforward to derive that the system (3.1)) exhibits a coexistence
equilibrium (n1,n2) with two positive coordinates if and only if

()\2 — M) < g(>q — )\2) <A — M. (32)

This chain of inequalities clearly implies A\; > A9, and from this it follows that it also implies A1 > pu.
Again, A2 < p (i.e., trait 2 being individually unfit) is possible under conditon (3.2). In case (3.2)
holds, the coexistence equilibrium is unique and given as

A== S0 =)
ng = )
T
(3.3)
=+ €A = Na)
ny = .
T
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If (3.2) holds, then elementary computations imply that (n1,n2) is asymptotically stable, whereas all
other equilibria, namely (0,0), (721,0), and (0, 722), are unstable. (In particular, verifying local asymp-
totic stability of the coexistence equilibrium is straightforward here, unlike for the three-dimensional

system (2.1))). Else if
C
()\2 — ,u) < ?()\1 — )\2) > A\ — M (34)

holds with A\; > pu, (0,72) is asymptotically stable, whereas (0,0) and (0, 722) are unstable. Similarly,
if
C
(A2 = p) > —(A1 =) <A — (3.5)

holds with Ao > p, (0,71) is asymptotically stable, whereas (0,0) and (71, 0) are unstable. Finally, if
C
A2 = p) > — (A1 = X) > A — (3.6)

then (0,0) is unstable and both (71,0) and (0, n2) are asymptotically stable. Based on this and using
the methods of Sections |C| and @L one can derive that if at least one of the conditions , ,
, and holds (i.e., if all equilibria of are hyperbolic), then none of the approximating
branching processes defined analogously to Section is critical, and the following assertions hold:

I) If holds, then both traits can invade the other one but none of them can reach fixation.
Starting from a resident population of one trait and a single mutant of the other, the system will
converge with asymptotically positive probability as K — oo to the stable coexistence equilib-
rium (n1,ng). This is the analogue of the case when holds if trait 1 exhibits dormancy. It is
easy to see that just as in the case p > 0, this regime contains choices of parameters with Ao < p
if and only if C' > 7, that is, if trait 2 is individually unfit, one can find A\; > p corresponding
to stable coexistence of the two traits if and only if HGT is stronger than competition.

(IT) If holds, then trait 1 can invade trait 2 and even reach fixation with asymptotically positive
probability, Whereas with high probability, trait 2 cannot invade trait 1. This corresponds to
the case when and . ) hold.

(III) If (3.6) holds, then with probability tending to 1 as K — oo, none of the two traits can
invade the other. This is the case of founder control, which corresponds to the case
in case trait 1 exhibits competition-induced dormancy. However, there is a major difference:
under the assumption , the coexistence equilibrium (114, n14, n2) exists as a coordinatewise
positive (but unstable) equilibrium, whereas under condition , there exists no coexistence
equilibrium.

(IV) If (3.4) holds, then the assertions provided about the case (II) are true with traits 1 and 2
interchanged. This is analogous to the case when and - ) hold.

What remains to analyse are the critical cases when one of the inequalities of (3.2)) is true with the
inequality replaced by an equality, which we defer to later work.

In Figure 3| we depict three choices of parameters corresponding to stable coexistence in (3.1]).

3.4. The HGT-free case with dormancy. Using the notation of Section [2], the special case 7 = 0
of no HGT leads to the dynamical system

dn(li(;(t) = n14(t) (/\1 —p— C(na(t) + ng(t))) + onia(t),
dni{i(i) = pCnig(t)(n1q(t) + na(t)) — (kp + o)naa(t), (3.7)
d’ng(t)

20) 1y (6) (g = = Clmaa(8) + ma(0).
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(a) A1 =5, =3, =2,C =7 = 1: trait (b) C = 0.9 and otherwise the same pa-
2 is individually fit and the coexistence con- rameters: the only qualitative change is that
dition (3.2) holds. Then, (0,0) is a source, (n1,m2) is now a stable focus.

the one-trait equilibria of traits 1 and 2 are
saddle points and (n1,n2) = (1,1) is a sink.

(c) M1 =5, =1,u=2,C=1,7 = 2: trait 2 is individually unfit but the coexistence condition (3.2)) holds.
(0,0) and (721,0) are now saddle points, whereas the single-trait equilibrium of trait 2 is not included in the
positive orthant. The coexistence equilibrium (n1,n2) is again a stable focus.

FIGURE 3. Three cases of stable coexistence for (3.1). The = axis shows the trait 1
and the y axis the trait 2 population size.

Here, the competition between the two traits is equally disadvantageous for the two traits, whereas
trait 1 benefits from competition-induced dormancy. The main result of our previous paper [BT20] is
that under the condition

Az — A < p(A2 — ) AL >, Ao > (3.8)

K+ o’
the one-trait equilibrium (714,714, 0) of trait 1 is asymptotically stable, whereas the one-trait equilib-
rium (0,0, 7i2) of trait 2 and the equilibrium (0,0,0) are unstable, and trait 1 can invade trait 2 with
asymptotically positive probability as K — oo, while invasion implies fixation. Our main motivation
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in [BT20] was to show that invasion of trait 1 is possible in some cases when trait 2 has a higher
reproduction rate (which is possible under condition ), which is excluded in the case p = 0 of
no dormancy and constant competition. Hence, we did not treat any case where A\; > Ao, however,
since we showed that invasion and fixation of trait 1 is possible in some cases when Ao > A, the same
assertion follows in the case A\; > Ay by a simple coupling argument. We did not consider the case
when does not hold and we did not tell about the invasion of trait 2 against trait 1. Since these
cases can also be handled with the methods employed in the Appendix of the present paper, let us now
describe the landscape of invasion and fixation in all non-critical cases that have not been addressed
before.

If (3.8]) holds, then, not surprisingly, a mutant of trait 2 trying to invade a resident population of
trait 1 will go extinct (already during the first phase of invasion) with high probability as K — oco. In
contrast, in case (3.8]) does not hold but instead we have

Ao — A1 > p(Ae — )

A A .
P 1> [, Ao > [, (3.9)

then (0,0,7n2) is asymptotically stable, whereas (714, 714,0) and (0,0,0) are unstable. In this case,
trait 2 can invade trait, with asymptotically positive probability, whereas with probability tending to
one, trait 1 cannot invade trait 2. Also here, a successful invasion implies fixation with high probability
as K — oo. Note that all these assertions can easily be derived as special cases of the main results of
the present paper. They are also not surprising given the results of [BT20], but they cannot be proven
with the methods of that paper, especially handling the second phase of invasion of trait 2 against
trait 1 requires additional arguments, which can be chosen analogously to the Appendix, Section [C.2]

In absence of HGT, \; < p will lead to an extinction of the trait ¢ population in O(1) time with high
probability as K — oo. Further, also in the case A, A2 > p there is no coexistence; founder control is
also excluded apart from the boundary case when neither nor holds, which is the only case
when (7114, 714,0) and (0,0,72) are non-hyperbolic given that both traits are fit. This critical case
requires further analysis, which we defer to later work.

Note that since p > 0, o, u > 0 and & > 0, with A1, Ao > p always implies that Ay > A;. That
is, trait 2, which lacks dormancy, can only invade trait 1 if it has a strictly higher birth rate than
trait 1, and the difference must even be bounded away from zero (where the bound depends on the
parameters). This is certainly not the case for 7 > 0 where invasion of trait 2 can occur even in the
case A\1 > p > Ag.

Finally, let us also note that in the model of the present paper with HGT and dormancy, the
condition of founder control and unstable coexistence implies condition . This means that a
positive but not very high amount of HGT can give rise to founder control in some cases where trait
1 would dominate trait 2 for 7 = 0.
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APPENDIX A. PRELIMINARIES: EXISTENCE AND STABILITY OF EQUILIBRIA

A.1. Existence of a coexistence equilibrium. This section is devoted to the proof of the results
of Section We first verify Lemma

Proof of Lemma . Assume that (ni4,n14,n2) is a coexistence equilibrium. Making all the three
equations of (2.1)) equal to zero and using that none of the coordinates is zero, we arrive at the
following characterization of the coexistence equilibrium (cf. (2.7)).

_ Clep+0)(A2 = A1) + Cpo(p — A2) + (k4 0)7(A2 — )

e 7(Cpo — (kp+0)7) ’
~ pC(2 = M) (Clrp+0) (A2 — A1) + Cpo(p — A2) + (kp + 0)7(Xa — ) (A1)
Niqg = ) '
7(Cpo — (kp + 0)7)?
o — Clep+0)(A2 = A1) + Cpo(p — A2) + (k4 0)7(M — )

—7(Cpo — (kK + o)1)
which already implies that there is at most one coexistence equilibrium. In particular,

pC(A2 — A1)
Cpo — (kpu+o)T

Nig = la-
Therefore, in order to have positivity of both ni, and n14, one of the following conditions has to be
satisfied:

(1) A2 > A and 7 < ;222

(2) At > Ag and 7> BT,

In case the first condition is satisfied, both the numerator and the denominator of the expression for
N1g iN are positive. Hence, the denominator of the expression for no is negative, and hence the
numerator of the expression has also to be negative, which holds if and only if condition holds
(which in particular implies that A2 > A1).

Similarly, if the second condition is satisfied, then both the numerator and the denominator of ni,
in are negative. Therefore, the denominator of the expression for no is positive, which implies
that the numerator must also be positive, which is equivalent to condition (which in particular
implies that \; > A2). We conclude that a coexistence equilibrium exists if and only if either
holds and 7 < % or holds and 7 > Ki’fa. Hence, the proof of Lemma is finished as soon
as we have verified the following lemma.

Lemma A.l. Assume Ay > p. Then, [2.5) implies 7 < -2 and (2.6) implies 7 > -SE2

Ku+o Kp+o”
Proof. We first show that if A\; > u, then the expression
Cpo C
—— (Ao — —(A1 = A A2
T(W+0>(2 p+— (A= A) (A2)

appearing both in (2.5) and (2.6) is positive under either of these equations. Indeed, if (2.5) holds,
then this positivity is clear from the second inequality of (2.5)). On the other hand, it is true in general

that (A.2) equals

Cru+(1—p)o Kp+ o
T  Ku+o [()\1 2 kp+ (1 —p)o

which is clearly positive if \; > p and (2.6)) holds, since in this case A; > A2 also holds.

*(}\2*,&) )
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Let us first assume for a contradiction that (2.5) holds with A\; > pu, in particular Ao > Ay, but

T> N(;;TU. Then, using the positivity of (A.2]), we can estimate

Cpo C ~ Cpo 7 KU+ o B
7'(/-§,u—|—a)()\2 ,u)+7_()\1 AQ)_T(/&,LL-FO‘)()\Q nr po M )\2))
<o -+ EET (4 <)
po
(11—
Uy T )
_kpt (A —plos B B Kp+ o
B po ( (A2 = p) + M>/€u+(1—p)0>
kpu+ (1 —p)o K+ o
<BET P (6 — ) —FTT )= (N —
< () Qe ) = ),

which contradicts the second inequality of ([2.5)).
Second, let us assume for a contradiction that (2.6) holds with Ay > p, in particular Ay > Ag, but

Cpo . . . .- .
T< HMI-)FU' Then, since (A.2)) is again positive, we obtain
Cpo C Cpo KU+ o
—— (N — —(AM =)= —""—( A2 — A1 —A
T(Hp+a)(2 'u)+7'(1 2) T(H,LL+J)<2 pot po M 2))
Kl + o
> g —p+ BT (0 = )
ku— (1 —p)o KU+ o
s LG W L LA N
po
n/,L—F(l—p)a( K+ o
=—(—N2—p)+ (M — —)
s (A2 — ) + (M1 M)WJr(l_p)U
/@u—l—(l—p)a( K+ o
> (M =)+ M= —) = (A1 —p),
= (A —p) + (M M)WJF(l_p)U (M1 —p)
which contradicts the second inequality of (2.6). Hence, the lemma follows. O

Finally, we prove Corollary

Proof of Corollary[2.3. Let us first assume that condition (2.5 holds. Then, by Lemmal[A.1] it follows
that 7 < )ilfa. Assume now that A\; < p. Then, by (2.5), the numerator of the right-hand side of
ny in (A.1)) must be negative. This together with the conditions 7 < 2% Xy > A1, and p € (0,1)

Ku+o?
implies that

C(kp+0)(A2 = A1) + Cpo(p — A2) + (k4 0)7(A1 — )
> C(kp+0)(A2 = A1) + Cpo(p — A2) + Cpo (A — p)
= C(kp+ 0 —po)(Ae — A1) > 0,
which contradicts the assumption that the numerator of the expression for ng in is negative.

Second, let us assume that condition ([2.6]) is satisfied. Thanks to Lemma this implies that

T > Hi]fa' Assume that A\; < u. Then, by (2.6, the numerator of the right-hand side of the expression

for ny in (2.7) must be positive. This together with the conditions 7 > m(;ilfa’ A2 < A1, and p € (0,1)
yields

C(kp+0)(A2 = A1) + Cpo(p — A2) + (K + 0)7(A — )
< C(kp+0)(A2 = A1) + Cpo(p — A2) + Cpo (A — p)
=C(kp+ 0 —po)(Ae — A1) <0,
which is again a contradiction. O
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A.2. Stability of equilibria. In this section, we verify Proposition and Lemma [2.6] using
Lemma [A]

Proof of Proposition[2.5 At any equilibrium (714,714, 72) we have the Jacobi matrix

A — 1 —2CN14 — (C + 7)no o (—=C — T)N1q
A(N1q, 14, N2) = 2pCni, + pChig —Kp—0 pCnig . (A3)
(—C—FT)ﬁQ 0 >\2—,u—20ﬁ2—(0—7-)ﬁ1a
At (0,0,0), we have
)\1 — U g 0
A(0,0,0) = 0 —Ki— 0 0
0 0 do—pu

The eigenvalues of this matrix are its diagonal entries, and thus A\; — p > 0 implies that the matrix is
indefinite. If Ay — u > 0, it has only one negative eigenvalue, else (i.e., if trait 2 is individually strictly
unfit) it has two ones. Either way, (0,0,0) is unstable.

At (0,0, AQC? £, which equilibrium is contained in the closed positive orthant if and only if Ay > p
(in which case it equals (0,0, 722)), the Jacobi matrix is given as

_ (CHn)e—p)

A —p— EFD0emw) 0
oy — C
A(O, 0, QTH) = (A2 — 1) —KjL— 0 0
(—C+Té(A2—M) 0 —(A\2— p)

We immediately see that —(Ay — p) is an eigenvalue of this matrix, which is negative under the
assumption that Ao > u. Further, the determinant of A(0, 0, )‘25 £) is the product of this eigenvalue

and the determinant of
_ CH+1)(A2—
A (0.0, 2221 (Al-w et o ).
C p(Az — p) K — 0
Now, if the first inequality in (2.5)) is satisfied, then we have

Ao —
det A; (0, 0, %ﬂ) = (>\1 — X — %O\z - u)) (—=kp—0) —p(A2 — p)o > p(Az — p)o —p(A2 — p)o = 0.

On the other hand, the same arguments imply that

A2 — po
Tr A (o,o, ) _ Ao — 1) — Kji— o < 0.
r Ay c < Hu—i-a( 29— ) —kp—o <

>‘2CT £) must have a strictly negative real part, which implies that

Hence, both eigenvalues of A;(0,0,

(0,0, )‘25 £) is asymptotically stable. Else, det A1(0,0, ’\25 £) is nonpositive, in particular if the first

inequality of ([2.6]) holds, then it is strictly negative, which implies that A; (0, 0, /\2(; £) is indefinite (with
two real eigenvalues, one of them being positive and one of them negative), and hence A(0,0, AQCT £)

is also indefinite and (0,0, >‘25 £) is unstable. In the latter case, at least one of the eigenvalues of

Ay (0, 0, A%“) has to have a strictly positive real part, which implies that (0,0, /\267 L) is unstable.

Next, let us investigate the stability of the equilibrium (714, 7114,0). Thanks to Corollary this
equilibrium is unequal to (0,0, 0) unless the first inequality of and the second one of holds,
which is the only case when A; < p is possible. Since we have already analysed the stability of (0,0, 0),
in the following, without loss of generality we can assume that Ay > u. Then, (7fi14,714,0) has two
positive coordinates (cf. [BT20]), and at this equilibrium, we have the Jacobi matrix

A —p— 2071, o (=C — T)n1q
A(ni1g,114,0) = 2pCh1g —KlL— O pChig . (A4)
0 0 AQ—/L—(C—T)TLM
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We immediately see that the last diagonal entry of the Jacobi matrix is an eigenvalue of the matrix,
whereas the other two eigenvalues are equal to the eigenvalues of
_ Al —pu—2Cn1, o
A 0) = .
1(n1a, nid, ) ( 2pCﬁ1a —

Under the assumption that A\; > u, both eigenvalues of this matrix are negative, see [BT20L Section
2.2.1]. Further, using the definition of 714, the last diagonal entry equals

Kib+0 AL —
ku+(1—ploc C

This being negative is equivalent to the condition

Do =) 2 > (= (1= Ofr),

Ao—p—(C—1)

which is equivalent to the second inequality in (2.5)); in this case the equilibrium (7214, 714, 0) is asymp-
totically stable. Similarly, this being positive is equivalent to the second inequality in (2.6)); in this
case the equilibrium is unstable.

Lastly, we analyse the stability of the coexistence equilibrium (114,114, 72). Thanks to Lemmas
and this equilibrium is contained in the open positive orthant if and only if either or
holds. Our goal is now to show that under condition the coexistence equilibrium is unstable.
Hence, we want to determine the signs of the real parts of the eigenvalues of the Jacobi matrix
corresponding to this equilibrium, which depend essentially on all the model parameters.

First of all, since (n14,n14,n2) is an equilibrium, all right-hand sides in (2.1 are equal to zero.
Using that each of the three coordinates are unequal to zero, this implies
nid

Al—p—C(n1a+n2)—7n2+an—— , (A.5)
la
pC(niq + n2) — (kp + U)% =0, (A.6)
la
A2 — p— C(n1q + n2) + ™14 = 0. (A.7)
Let us substitute (A.5) and (A.7)) into (A.3)) for (714,714, n2) = (N14, n14,n2). This gives that
—Cnig —o e o (—C — T)niq
A(nig,n1g,n2) = | 2pCniq + pCna  —kp — o pCnig . (A.8)
(—C + 7)ng 0 —Cna

During our analysis, it will be convenient to permute the order of the three equations of . To
be more precise, for a permutation matrix P € R3*3, PA(n14,n14,n2)P? has the same eigenvalues
as A(niq,n14,n2), and PA(ni,,n14,m2)PT also equals the Jacobi matrix of the permuted system of
ODEs. We choose

1 00
P=|(0o o0 1],
01 0
which yields PA(n14,n14,n2)PT =: A(nla, ni4,n2) where
N —Cnyg — a%j (—=C — T)n1q o
A(nig,n1g,n2) = | (—=C +7)ny —Cny 0
2pCniq + pCnsg pCniq —KU— O

The second leading principal minor of this matrix equals

nid nid
C?nygns + Can—ng — (02 — Tz)nlang = Can—ng + 72n1ans.
la la
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Hence, the determinant of the entire Jacobi matrix is given as

det g(nla, Nnig,ng) = — (Cawnz + Tinang) (ki + o) + Cngo(2pCnyg + pCng) — pC(C — T)nigneo

Nia
n
=— (C’on—ldng + 7°n1an2) (kp + o) + Cpons (C(n1q + n2) + Tn14)
la
= tniana((—kp — o)1 + Cpo) + Cong (Cp(niq + ng) — Z—id(/ﬁu +0)),
a

= tn1an2((—kp — o)1 + Cpo).

(A.9)
where in the last line we used . Now, under the assumption , the right-hand side of
is positive. Hence, if there exists a pair of conjugate eigenvalues, their product is positive, and hence
the third eigenvalue (where we count eigenvalues with multiplicity, in particular, the third eigenvalue
is necessarily real) must be positive in order that the determinant is positive. Else, all the three
eigenvalues must be real, and since their product is positive, there must be a positive one among
them. We conclude that (n14,n14,n2) is unstable under condition . We also note that since the
trace of A(niq4,n14,n2) is negative, at least one of the eigenvalues must have a negative real part. This
concludes the proof. O

The next remark summarizes the consequences of the proof of Proposition 2.3 regarding the stability
of (ni4,n14,n2) under the assumption (2.6]) of ‘stable coexistence’.

Remark A.2. If holds, then the determinant of the Jacobi matrix A(ni4,n14,n2) is still given
by the chain of equalities , but the right-hand side is negative according to Lemma On
the other hand, A(ni4,n14,n2) still has a negative trace, which can be seen from and the fact
that (n14,n14,n2) has three positive coordinates. It follows that there is either one eigenvalue with
negative real part or three such eigenvalues. See Remark for further details of the stability of this
equilibrium.

Finally, we prove Lemma [2.6

Proof of Lemma[2.6. Let us first verify the statement (i). Under its assumptions, we have

Cpo

Ao —p < ————
27 H T(kp + o)

C
(AQ_M)‘i‘?()\l —)\2) > A — U

Since also by assumption, we have Ay > u, C,7,p,0 > 0, and k > 0, it follows that

)\2—M<g(

T

T Oa =)+ (= %)) < S0~ ) = S0 - )
Since Ay > p, this implies that Ay > p.

Let us now prove the assertion (ii). Under its assumptions, the following holds
Cpo

Ao — p > ———
27 H T(kp + o)

C
(A2 — ) + ?()\1 —X2) <A\ — 1, (A.10)

further, Ay > p. Let us now assume for contradiction that Ao < p. Then, we can estimate

C’( po

Al —p > —
LeH T\KU+0

(A2 = ) + (M —>\2)> > g(Al —H) > A2 — p

But this contradicts (A.10)), hence the assertion (ii). O
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APPENDIX B. THE INFINITESIMAL GENERATOR OF THE POPULATION PROCESS

According to Section the infinitesimal generator L of the continuous time Markov chain
(N¢)¢0 = ((N1a,t; Nidt, Noyt))e>o describing our population process maps bounded continuous func-
tions f: N — R to £f: N3 — R and is given as follows. Let (214, 714, 72) € N3, then we have

Lf(@1a 214, 22) = (f(210 + 1,210, 22) — f(T10, T1d, 22)) M1 210
+ (f(21a — 1,214, %2) — (@10, 710, 22)) (0 + (1 = p) L (210 + 2)) 714
+ (f(1a — Lia1g + 1, 22) — f(T10, ¥1a, 22))P L (T 10 + 72) 214
+ (f(z1a — 1,210, 22 + 1) — f(T10, T14, ¥2)) T X102
+ (f(z10, 214 — 1, 22) — f(T10, T14, T2) ) KpT14
+ (f(z1a + 1,714 — 1, 22) — f(T14, T1d, T2))0T14
+ (f (10, 14, 72 + 1) — f(@10, T1a, T2)) A2T2
+ (f(@1a0: P10y 22 — 1) = f (@10, 14, 72)) (1t + E (210 + 22))20.

Note that £(-) = L(K-) holds for the infinitesimal generator £ of (NX);5¢ used in the proof of
Lemmas and [D.2]

APPENDIX C. INVASION OF TRAIT 2 AGAINST TRAIT 1: PROOF OF THEOREMS [2.9] AND 2.10]

The case when a trait without a dormant state tries to invade another trait being able to go dormant
under competitive pressure has no direct analogue in [BT20], although various techniques from that
paper can be adapted to handle it. We investigate the first, second, and third phase of invasion in
Sections [C.1], [C.2] and [C.2] respectively. As for the first and last phase of invasion, many ideas and
techniques of the proof are borrowed from [CCLLS21l Section 3.1].

C.1. The first phase of invasion: mutant growth or extinction. In the case when trait 1 is
resident and trait 2 is mutant, for € > 0 we define the stopping time

— fiyal} > a}, (C.1)

which is the first time that the resident population leaves the closed £°°-ball of radius ¢ around the
equilibrium (714, 714). Certainly, this stopping time depends on K, but we omit this from the notation
for simplicity. Then our main result about the first phase of invasion is the following.

R := inf {t > 0: max{|NE , — A,

Proposition C.1. Assume that \; > p and A #0. Let K = mf = (mE,mi) be a function from

(0,00) to [0,00) x [0,00) such that m¥ € (£Ng) x (£No) and img oo mi = (714, M14). Then there

exists a constant b > 0 and a function f: (0,00) — (0,00) tending to zero as € | 0 such that

lim sup IP’(T2 <T2AR: -,
K—o0 Ve 0 bve

T2E 1 _ 1
o~ 5| SFONE = (mfmfi ) - (1 a)| =0) (C2)

and
1
lim sup P(Tg <T?. AR} . ‘Ngf = (mf, mk, 7)> - ql‘ — 0.(1), (C.3)
K—oo K
where o.(1) tends to zero as e ] 0.

The assertion of this proposition is analogous to the one of [BT20l Proposition 4.1], apart from the
fact that it also includes the case when the approximating branching process (ﬁg(t))tzo is subcritical.
Two substantial differences from the setting of [BT20] are that now the resident trait has a dormant
state and the mutant trait does not, and that HGT is beneficial for the mutants and harmful for the
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residents (unlike in the invasion in the opposite direction analysed in Section [D.1)). We start the proof
with the following lemma.

Lemma C.2. Under the assumptions of Proposition [C.1], there exist two positive constants b and e
such that for any € € (0,¢ep),

limsupP(R} - < T?- ATE) = 0.

K—oo ( bve Ve )
Proof. We verify this lemma via coupling the rescaled population size th = (Nf;t, N{gt) with two
two-type birth-and-death processes, N}, = (N{,;, N|;,) and NI, = (N7, ,, N{;,), on time scales
where the mutant population is still small compared to K. (The latter processes will also depend on

K, but we omit the notation K from their nomenclature for simplicity.) To be more precise, similarly
to [CCLLS2T], Section 3.1.2], our goal is to choose (N} )i>0 and (N7 ,)i>0 so that

Nl SNE,SNE,  as. VESTEAT? ., Vo€ {a,d}. (C.4)

In order to satisfy (C.4), for all sufficiently small & > 0, the processes (N} ;)i>0 and (N7 ,);>0 can
be chosen with the following birth and death rates

Ni,: (%7%) — (Z;l, %) at rate i\,
(%,%) — (@I—(l%) at rate i(u + C(1 —p)% +(C +T7)VE),
(%,%) — (Zl_(l, %) at rate iC’p%,
(+2) > (1) at rate jip,
(%,%) — (izl,%) at rate jo,
and
Ni, (%,%) - (izl,%) at rate i\,
(%7%)_>(il_(1’%) at ratei(,u+c(1—p)(%—\ﬁ)),
(72) = (1) at rate iCp(2 + V).
Gor3) = G i) at xate jip,
(%,%) — (221,%) at rate jo.

Informally speaking, the coupling holds thanks to the fact that for branching processes having the
same kind of transitions as the trait 1 population in the frequency process defined in competition-
induced switching to dormancy is more favourable for an active individual than immediate death by
competition, but not better, and for k > 0 strictly worse, than not being hit by a competitive event
at all, further, HGT is unfavourable; see also [BT20, Section 4.1] for further details.

Let us estimate the time until which the processes N1 and N? stay close to the value (714, n14) (in
¢>-norm for simplicity). We define the stopping times

RY:=inf {t > 0: N{'ai ¢ [N1q — €,M1q + €] Or Nfdi ¢ [Ma — €, Mg + €}, i€{1,2}, e >0.
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As K — oo, according to [EK86, Theorem 2.1, p. 456], uniformly on any fixed time interval of the
form [0, 7], T > 0, Nit converges in probability to the unique solution to

M1a,1() = n1a,1(t) (M1 — g — Cniga(t) — (C 4 7)Ve) + oniga(t),
14,1 (t) = pPCnig (t)? — (kp+ o)niaa(t),

given that the initial conditions converge in probability to the initial condition of the limiting dynamical
system. Similarly, for large K, the dynamics of N%t is close to the one of the unique solution to
1a,2(t) = n1a,2(t) (M1 — o — C(n1a.2(t) — Ve)) + onuaa(t),
M1a,2(t) = pCnia2(t)(n1a2(t) + V) — (kp+ o)n1aa(t).
The equilibria of the system of ODEs (n14,(t),n14,(t)), ¢ € {1,2}, are (0,0) and respectively an
equilibrium of the form (71440 (1), 214-+0<(1)), which we denote by (%7, 7%5). For & > 0 small enough,
the equilibrium (0,0) is unstable and the one (7y;,ny5) is asymptotically stable for all ¢ € {1,2}.
Further, using a straightforward adaptation of the proof of [BT20, Lemma 4.6], one can verify that
for sufficiently small € > 0, for any coordinatewise strictly positive initial condition, we have

i (maa (1), mag(0) = (R5,755), Vi e {1,2).

This implies that there exists g > 0 and b > 2 such that for all 0 < & < ¢g and for all ¢ € {1,2} and
j € {1a,1d}, |

Ry — 7] < (b= 1V, and  0¢ [j — by/e, iy + by/el. (C.5)
Now, thanks to a result about exit of jump processes from a domain by Freidlin and Wentzell [FW84,
Chapter 5] (see [C06l, Section 4.2] for more details in a very similar situation), there exists a family (over
K) of Markov jump processes Ny = (N1 ,);>0 = (N{,;, Nig,)i>0 with positive, bounded, Lipschitz
continuous transition rates that are uniformly bounded away from 0 such that for

Ei’ = inf {t > 0: Nf’a,t ¢ [N1g — €,M11q + €] OF ﬁfw ¢ [n1g —&,M1q + 6]}, ie€{1,2}, e >0,

there exists V' > 0 such that

P(RM > eV = IP(RM > V) .0 (C.6)
Using similar arguments for N7, we derive that for € > 0, V > 0 small enough, we have that
P(R! KV . .
(Rb\/g>e )Kjoo (C.7)

Now, on the event {R;\/g <TENT? } we have Rb\[ > RZ\} A R;\QT Using (C.6) and (C.7)), we derive
that
KV
11;{115;10p]11>(3\f<e Ry s <TYNTZ) =0.
Moreover, using Markov’s inequality,

P(Ry = <Tg AT%) <P(Ry 2 <"V R, - <TFATZ) +B(R, 2 ANTg AT > ™Y)

<P(Ry <"V Ry o <TEATY) + e "VE(Ry 2 ATE ATZ).

bye =
Since we have

2
ATZAT

bf g

E[R} z AT AT2] SE[/O KNfat],

it suffices to show that there exists C' > 0 such that
R, _NTGAT? .
]E[ / e fKN{ftdt} < OVEK. (C.8)
0

This can be done similarly to [CCLLS21], Section 3.1.2] (we note that a direct analogue of this argument
cannot be found in [BT20]), whereas the case that we have to handle is simpler since we consider a
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one-type mutant population instead of a two-type one. We claim that it is enough to show that there
exists a function g: (£Ng)? — R defined as

g(N1a; 14, n2) = N2 (C.9)

for a suitably chosen v € R, such that
Lg(N{) > N3, (C.10)

where £ is the infinitesimal generator of (N);>¢ (cf. Appendix . Indeed, if (C.10) holds, then
thanks to Dynkin’s formula we have

R} ANTGAT?_ R} -
E[/ Y RNt SE[/ e
0 0

< Y[(VeK = 1),

which implies the existence of b, e > 0 such that ((C.8]) holds for all £ > 0 small enough. Here, Dynkin’s
formula can indeed be applied because IE[R; e N T2 A T\z/g] is finite. That holds because given our

/\Tg/\TjE
KLg(NK )dt} — E[Kg(NX,

. — Kg(N{)]

2 2
gz

initial conditions, with positive probability the single initial trait 2 individual dies due to natural
death within a unit length of time before any event of the process NX occurs, and hence already T02
is stochastically dominated by a geometric random variable, which has all moments. Now, we have

Eg(Nf() = NQK’W()\Q — = CNZK,t —(C - T)N{Z’t).

Aslong ast < R} _ AT2 AT?_, we have that
b 0Nz

NG
9| (e — = ONS — (C = TINES ) = (Mo — = (€ = 7)na)| < B(C + 7)VE + CVE = 02(1).

As we have seen in Section the sign of Ay — pu — (C' — 7)ny, is positive (respectively 0 respectively
negative) if and only if the approximating branching process (NQ(t))tZO is supercritical (respectively
critical respectively subcritical). Further, under the assumption that hy # 0, the branching process
is not critical (cf. Remark . Hence, if it is supercritical (respectively subcritical), one can choose
v > 0 (respectively v < 0) such that y(A2 — u — (C' — 7)n1,) > 1. For all sufficiently small € > 0, this
implies the existence of v such that the corresponding ¢ satisfies . O

Proof of Proposition[C_1l Now, we consider our population process on the event
A ={TF AT, < R, .2}

for sufficiently small € > 0. In this event, the invasion or extinction of the mutant population will
happen before the resident population leaves a small neighbourhood of its two-coordinate equilibrium
(14, 14). On A we couple the process K NQIft with two branching processes N;ﬂ’tl and NQEE on Ny
(which also depend on K, but we omit this from the notation for readability) such that almost surely,

for any t < t. := TOQ/\T\Q/E/\R;\/57
N5y < Na(t) < N57,

(C.11)
Ng;,} < KNK < Ng;f,

where we again recall the approximating branching process Ng(t) defined in Section We claim
that in order to satisfy (C.11]), these processes can be defined as follows:

N;’tl: i—i+1 atrate (A + 7(f1, — bVE)),
i—i—1 atrate i(u+ C(Ve+ na + bVe)),

and
N2€:t2; 1 — 1+ 1 at rate i()\2+7(ﬁ1a+b\/g)),

i—i—1 atrate i(u+ C(n1a — bVe)).



32 JOCHEN BLATH AND ANDRAS TOBIAS

Informally speaking, the coupling (C.11]) holds because in order to increase (decrease) a branching
process of a population that can only play the role of transmitter in HGT, one needs to decrease
(increase) its competitive death rate and increase (decrease) its HGT rate.

For j € {1,2}, let qéw ) denote the extinction probability of the process N;tj started from Ni’g =1.
The extinction probability of a branching process of a HGT-transmitting population is continuous
with respect to the competitive event and HGT rates of the process, apart from the point where the
branching process is critical. Further, the extinction probability increases with the rate of death by
competition and decreases with the HGT rate. These assertions are proven in [CCLLS21l Sections
A.3], where we note that HGT for the trait 2 population is just a special case of birth.

Hence, it follows from the first line of (C.11)) that for fixed € > 0,
¢ < g2 < g5V
and for j € {1, 2},

(£:)

0 < liminf ‘qé‘s’j) - qz} < lim sup ‘qQ — QQ‘ < lim sup ‘qég’l) (E 2) ‘ =0, (C.12)
el0 €l0 el0

where we recall the extinction probability gs of the approximating branching process (]/\72 (t))e>0 defined
in (@11).

Next, we show that the probabilities of extinction and invasion of the actual process NQ{(t also
converge to go and 1 — gg, respectively, with high probability as K — oco. We define the stopping
times, for j € {1,2},

T2 = inf{t > 0: N3} = |Kz|}, x€R.
Using the coupling in the second line of (C.11f), which is valid on A., we have
BT <™ A) <P(T2 < T3, AL) < P2 <172, AL). (C.13)

Indeed, if a process reaches the size K/ before dying out, then the same holds for a larger process
as well. However, A, is independent of (Ngtj )i>0 for both j =1 and j = 2, and thus

lim inf P(72"% < 779?, A.) = lim inf P(A)P(TED? < TEV?) > (1 - ¢V (1 - 0.(1))  (C.14)

K—oo K—oo Ve
and
limsup P(T'% < 7792, AL) = limsup P(A)P(TED? < T%) <1 ¢FP (14 0.(1)). (C.15)
K—o0 K—o0

Letting K — oo in (C.13)) and applying (C.14) and (C.15) yields that
1 - g1 = 0.(1) < liminf]P’(T(E’l)’Q <1 A)

i
< hmsupP( \([ )2 < T(EZ)2 Ag)
K—o0

< (1— ¢ (1 + 0-(1)).
Hence,

hmsup|]P’ <T0,A ) — (1—q2)‘ = o0:(1),
K—>

as required. The equation ((C.3)) can be derived similarly.

Finally, we show that in the case of invasion (which happens with probablhty tending to 1 — qg)
the time before the mutant population reaches size K/ is of order log K/ )\ where we recall that A
was defined in as the birth rate minus the death rate of the approximating branching process
]VQ(t). Having , we can without loss of generality assume that ¢o < 1, which is equivalent to the
assumption that holds.
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For j € {1,2}, let M) denote the difference of the birth rate and the death rate of the process
N3/ This difference is positive for all sufficiently small € > 0 and converges to Xase 4 0. In other
Words, there exists a nonnegative function f: (0,00) — (0,00) with lim.|o f(¢) = 0 such that for any
€ > 0 small enough,

- 1‘ < f(;) (C.16)

Let us fix € small enough such that ( holds. Then from the second line of (C.11]) we deduce that
1),2 D2, logK log K _
p(1602 < 1o (L (o), A )gP(TjgngAT(Hf(e)),AE).

Using this together with the independence between A. and ( Qt)t>0 and employing [ANT72l Section
7.5], we obtain for € > 0 small enough (in particular such that f(g) < 1)

hmmfIP’( TED2 < g K 1 1 7o), 4 )
(e,1),2 logK -
>1§?1_3£10fP(T\/E < (1+ f(f))>P(A€)
1) logK ) . C.17
i P(T2 < 50y (1= 557) 0+ e Jpiad) o
o e, logK
Zlgn_)lglofIF’(Tﬁ X D) )P(As)

>(1 - g5)(1 ~ 0:(1)).
Similarly, using the second line of (C.11} m, we derive that for all sufficiently small € > 0

log K -

2, 2), log K
IP’(T\(%2)2§T()(€2)2 < ——(1— f(e )),AE)ZP<TJ<T0 — _f(e))’AE)’

and arguments analogous to the ones used in (C.17) imply that
. 2),2 2)2 m(e2),2  logK = 2
liminf P(72 < 722 76022 > =0 Fe), Ac) 2 (1= g1 + 0:(1)).

These together imply (C.2)), which concludes the proof of the proposition. O

C.2. The second phase of invasion: Lotka—Volterra phase. Assume that g3 < 1, in other words,
(2.9) holds. Then, for large K, with probability close to 1 — g2, after the end of the first phase, the
rescaled population process NX = (Nfg’t, Nfét, NQKt) is contained in the set

B2 = 10 — bV/E, fi1a + bVE] X [1a — bV/E, i + bVE] x [, Ve, (C.18)

given that K is so large that LIKJ > ‘/g, where we recall the constant b from Proposition
Starting from this point in time, as long as all the three sub-populations are comparable to K, the
process NX can well be approximated by the solution of the limiting dynamical system , according
to [EK86, Theorem 2.1, p. 456]. More precisely, the process converges in probability uniformly over
compact time intervals given convergence of initial conditions in probability to the limiting initial
condition, analogously to the proof of Lemma Now, we have two different cases to treat. Namely,
we want to show that starting from such an initial condition, if holds, then the dynamical
system converges (as t — o0) to the coexistence equilibrium (ni4,n14,n2), whereas if holds,
then it converges to the one-type equilibrium (0,0,72). In the latter case, we will additionally have
a third phase of invasion where trait 2 reaches fixation, which will be analysed in Section Note
that such an assertion extends the statement of Proposition about local stability of equilibria into
a statement about global stability.
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We proceed with the second phase of invasion in the present section as follows. We first verify
Lemma[2.13] which investigates the competitive pressure felt by the type 1 and type 2 active population
near the equilibria with at least one positive coordinate. Based on this, we prove Proposition
which asserts the convergence of the dynamical system towards the corresponding stable equilibrium
ast — oo. Let us introduce 719 = ’\25“, which is equal to ng if Ay > u. Note that (0,0, 7n2) is always an
equilibrium of , although not necessarily a coordinatewise nonnegative one. Recall further that
(n1q,m14,n2) denotes the coexistence equilibrium defined in .

Proof of Lemma[2.13 Assertion (fl) can be verified via turning the inequality Cng > (C — 7)1, into
(2.9) via elementary transformations, using the definitions of 71, (cf. (2.3))) and ng, the assumption
that A\ > p, and the facts that 7,C,0 > 0, p € (0,1), and k > 0. We leave the details for the reader.

As for assertion , note that thanks to Lemma if (n14,Mm14,n2) exists as a coordinatewise
positive equilibrium, then Cpo # (ku + o)7. Now, using (2.7)), we compute
C(nla + 77,2) — TN1a
_ Clp+0)T(A2 — A1) — 7C(kp +0) (Ao — A1) — 7Cpo(pn — Xo) — (kp + )72 (N2 — p)
7(Cpo — (kp + 0)T)
_ COpo(ha — p) + (kp + )7 (A2 — 1)
Cpo — (kp+ o)1

:)\2_,“:0527

as required.

Assertion (fiii}) can be verified similarly, using again that in view of Lemma (2.14)) together with
(2.9) implies Cpo < (kp + o)7. Using (2.7) again, we obtain
C(niq + n2) + mng
_ Clapt )0 = M) = Ol + 0) s = A7 + Cpolda — )7 — (s + 0)7 (0 — 1)
7(Cpo — (kp + o)1)
_ Cpo(Qo—p) = (kp+ )M —p)  Cpo(d — p) = (kp +0) (M — )
Cpo — (ku+ o) - Cpo — (ki + o)

:Al_,ua

as wanted.

Next, we prove assertion . Under the assumptions of the assertion, using that (2.15]) holds, we
obtain

Cpo C C
A2 —p > m()\z —p)+ ?()\1 — ) - ?(AZ —H).
In other words,
Ckru+(1—p)o C
(e =1+ o ) > =00 —n). (C.19)

Thanks to part of Lemma we have Ay > p under the assumptions of the assertion, and hence
(C.19) implies

(A2 = p)(T+C) > C(A — ),
and hence assertion follows.

Finally, let us consider assertion . If Ao < w, then there is nothing to show. Else, the proof can
be carried out analogously to the one of assertion . O

Next, we state and prove Proposition

Proposition C.3. Assume that the initial condition (n14(0),n14(0),n2(0)) of the dynamical system
(2.1) is contained in %‘3. Then, given that € > 0 is sufficiently small, the following assertions hold
about the solution t — (n14(t), n14(t), n2(t)) of (2.1)).
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(1) If and hold, then

Jim (10 (£), maa(t), ma®)) = (0,0,72), (C.20)
(2) whereas if and hold, then
Jim (n14(t),m1a(t), n2(t)) = (n10; n1d; 12)- (C.21)

Proof. Assume throughout the proof that (2.9) holds. Let e > 0 be such that (C.5) holds and
Ao — i — Cna(t) — (24 2(C + 7)b)y/e > 0; such e exists thanks to part ({i) of Lemma At t =0,
we have

na(t) (A2 — p — C(nia(t) + na(t)) + ™nia(t)) > \f(Cﬁg —(C = 7)1 — (1 + (C + 7)b)Ve) > 0.

Hence, by continuity of ¢ — na(t), for a positive amount of time after ¢ = 0, na(t) will be increasing.
More precisely, nz(t) increases as long as C(n14(t) + na(t)) — Tn1a(t) < A2 — p (cf. also part of

Lemma [2.13]). Our goal is now to prove that in case (2.14)), this implies (C.21)), whereas in case
(2.15)) holds, it implies (C.20). We verify these assertions via approximating the partial dynamics of

t — (n14(t),n14(t)) by the system where
C(nla(t) + ng(t)) — T’nla(t) =X— U (C.QQ)

is substituted into the first two coordinates of (2.1)) and then performing a perturbation argument. If

holds, then we have
C(n1a(t) + n2(t)) + na(t) = C(n1a(t) + n2(t)) — Tnia(t) + T(n1a(t) + na(t))

=X — p+7(n1a(t) + n2(t)) = Ao — p + %(C(nla(t) +na(t)) — Tnla(t)) + TCina(t)
T 72
= (1+ 5) (A2 — ) + anla(t)a

where the right-hand side does not depend on ng(t); further,

pCnia(t)(nia(t) +na(t)) = pnig(t) (C’(nla(t) +na(t)) — tnia(t) + Tﬂla(t)) = pnig(t) (A2 — g+ 1n14(1)),

where the right-hand side is also independent of ns(t). Thus, we shall first investigate the two-
dimensional system of ODEs

2

f1a(t) = n1a(t) (A — Ay — %(AQ ) — %ma(t)) + ona(t),

1a(t) = n1a(H)p(A2 — p + Tn1a(t)) — (kp + 0)n1a(t).

Then, (0,0) is an equilibrium of this system, which is unstable (cf. Proposition . Further, if
holds, then (ni4,n14) is also an equilibrium, which is asymptotically stable, whereas if holds,
then there is no other coordinatewise nonnegative equilibrium. Clearly, is a two-dimensional
system whose coordinatewise nonnegative solutions are all bounded (where the bound depends on the
initial condition).

Let us first analyse the case when holds. In this case, A1 — Ay — &(A2 — p) < 0 by part
of Lemma Hence, as long as ni4(t) > 0 and ny4(t) > 0 (which certainly holds for all ¢t > 0 if it
holds for ¢ = 0), the divergence of the system, which equals Ay — Ao — & (A2 —p) — 2§n1a(t) —(kp+o0),
is strictly negative. Hence, the Bendixson criterion implies that the system has no nontrivial
periodic trajectory in the closed positive orthant. Hence, starting from a coordinatewise nonnegative
trajectory at ¢ = 0, the system must converge to (0,0) as t — oo.

(C.23)
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Let us now consider the case when (2.14)) holds. Note that in this case we have (C+71)ny < C(A\1—p)
according to part of Lemma Hence, starting from an initial condition in [0,00)? \ {(0,0)},
the solution of (2.1)) cannot converge to (0,0) as ¢ — oco; more precisely, we see immediately that

2

%nla(t) > AN — Ay — %()\2 — ,u) >0 (0.24)

holds for all sufficiently large ¢ > 0. Now, if tg > 0 is such that is satisfied for all ¢ > #g, then
the divergence of the system, which equals \; — Ao — & (X2 — 1) — 275 n14(t) — (ke +0)n1a(t), is strictly
negative. Hence, the system cannot have a nontrivial periodic solution. Consequently, it must
converge to an equilibrium as ¢ — oo, which can only be (ni4,n14).

Let us now turn back to the original system started from B3. We have seen that no(t) is
increasing as long as holds with ‘=" replaced by ‘<’ (which is certainly true for ¢ € [0,¢’) for
some ¢ > 0, thanks to part of Lemma . In particular, part of Lemma also implies
that liminf;_, no(t) > 0. Hence, there are two possibilities.

The first one is that ¢ ~— mna(t) eventually becomes monotone. Then, by boundedness,
lim; oo n2(t) = 0. Thus, in view of the third line of , since ng(t) stays bounded away from
zero for all times, it follows that C(ni.(t) + na(t)) — 7ni4(t) tends to Ay — . Hence, once € > 0 is
sufficiently small, for all sufficiently small § > 0 we can find ¢; = ¢1(4) > 0 such that uniformly for all
initial conditions (114(0),n14(0),n2(0)) € B3, for all t > t; we have

Ao — L — o< C(nla(t) + ng(t)) — Tnla(t) <Ay —p+ 0.

Now, for any o € (=9, 9), the two-dimensional system
2

1a(t) = ma(t) (A = Ao = 50 = 1) = n1alt) = 0) +on1a(t),

n14(t) = n1a()p(A2 — p + mn1a(t) + 0) — (Kp + o)n1a(?),
which is defined analogously to but with C(n14(t) + na(t)) — 7n14(t) = A2 — p + o everywhere
instead of C(nie(t) + na(t)) — ™1a(t) = A2 — p, exhibits the following behaviour. If § is small
enough, then for any o € (—0,0), the solution (ni4(t),n14(t)) of converges to (0,0) under
the assumption and to a coordinatewise positive equilibrium (n{,,n{,) under the assumption
, which tends to (n14,n14) uniformly over ¢ € (—4,6) as § | 0. This implies that under the

assumption (2.10]), the pair of coordinates ((n14(t), n14(t)))e>0 of the solution of (2.1)) tends to (0, 0).
Since we have already seen that that C(ni(t) + na(t)) — Tnia(t) — A2 — p as t — oo, we conclude

that limy_,oo n2(t) = A2 — u = C'ng, which implies (C.20). On the other hand, under condition (2.14]),
given that (n14(t), n1a(t)) = (n1a, n1a) and C(n1a(t) + na(t)) — Tn1a(t) — A2 — p as t — oo, we have

Ao — U+ (T—C)nla(t) _ Ao — U+ (T—C)nla

(C.25)

lim no(t) = lim

t—o0 t—o0 C C
C(nig +n2) —mie + (7 — C)nig
= C = n27

where in the penultimate step we used part of Lemma m

The second possibility is that ¢t — na(t) is not monotone on any interval of the form [s, 00), s > 0.
Then, since ¢ — na(t) is continuously differentiable according to the Picard-Lindel6f theorem, it
follows that the set E of loci of local maxima and local minima of ¢ +— ngy(t) is unbounded (and
at most countable). At any local maximum or minimum locus ¢ we have ny(t) = 0, and since it is
impossible that no(t) = 0, this implies that C(n14(t) + na2(t)) — 7n14(t) = A2 — p. Now, thanks to our
observations regarding the behaviour of the system (C.23)), the pair of coordinates ((n14(t), n14(t)))e=0
of the solution satisfies limy o0 tep(n1a(t), n14(t)) = (0,0) under the assumption and
limy o0 te (10 (t), n14a(t)) = (n1q,n14) under the assumption (2.14). Similarly to the previous case,
we conclude that lim_, teg n2(t) = N2 under the condition and limy_, o te g n2(t) = ng under
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the one . But since E is the set of loci of local extrema of ny(t), this implies that the limiting
assertions of the previous sentence remain true if we remove the condition ¢ € E. Now, the fact that
ns(t) has a limit and the continuous differentiability of ¢ +— na(t) imply that na(t) tends to 0, and
since limy_,o, n2(t) # 0, it follows that limy_, o C'(n14(t) + n2(t)) — 7n14(t) = A2 — u. Therefore, under
the condition , we have limy_,oo n14(¢) = 0. Hence, it is also true that lim;_,o, n14(t) = 0. On
the other hand, under the assumption , we derive that limy_,oo n14(t) = ni, (cf. part of
Lemma . In particular, lim;_,oo 7214(f) = 0, and hence lim;_,o0 on14(t) = n1g (A1 — p — C (N1 +
ng) — Tny) = oniq. Thus, we conclude the proposition. O

C.3. The third phase of invasion: extinction of the resident population. Let us assume
that holds. After the second phase, the rescaled process N{( is near the state (niq,niq,n2)
under condition and close to (fi14,714,0) in case . In the first case, there is no third
phase; the system stays close to the coexistence equilibrium (ni4, 114, n2) for an amount of time that
is at least exponential in K, which can be derived similarly as and . (On larger time
scales, (n14,n14,n2) is only metastable: eventually the population will die out with high probability,
cf. eg. [CO6, Sections 2, 4.2].). On the other hand, in the second case, there is one, which ends with
the extinction of the formerly resident trait 1 with high probability after a time that is logarithmic in
K, while trait 2 stays close to its equilibrium population size n2. To be more precise, the following
proposition holds, where we recall the set 5[23 from and the stopping time ng from .

Proposition C.4. Assume that and hold with \1 > p. There exist 9, Cy > 0 such that
for all e € (0,ep), if there exists n € (0,1/2) that satisfies
IN3(0) = na| <& and ne/2 < N{S(0) + Nf5(0) < &/2,
then
VE > —1/\, P(Tg; < ElogK) — 1,

K—o0

V0 < E<—-1/), P(Tg; < FElogK) 0.
€ —00

Proof. Analogously to the proof of Lemma we first show that the rescaled mutant population size
vector NQIft stays close to its equilibrium 79 for long times, given that the resident population is small.
To this aim, we use methods from [CCLS17, Proof of Proposition 4.1, Step 1], which were also used in
[BT20l Section 4.3] in the case of a one-coordinate resident and a two-coordinate mutant population.
For € > 0, we define

B2 i=inf {t > 0: |NJ§ — | >}, (C.26)
the first time the mutant population leaves an e-ball around its one-trait equilibrium, and we recall
the stopping times 7| 01 and T2 from Section These stopping times also depend on K, but we have
dropped the K-dependence from the notation for readability.

We couple NQIft with two two-type birth-and-death processes, N;’tj and Ngf, such that
NiF<NE <N5E, as. V0<t<TL (C.27)

In order to fulfill (C.27)), these processes can be defined with the following rates:

N;¥ii— i+l atrateide, i—i—latratei(u+Cle+ 7)),

and .
Ng’i:i—mﬁtl at rate i(Ay + 7€), i —i—1at ratei(u%—C%).
The principle of this coupling is the same as for the coupling satisfying (C.11)).
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We now show that the processes N;tj and NQS”E will stay close to 7o for at least an exponential (in
K) time with a probability close to 1 for large K, similarly to the behaviour of the resident population
size in the first phase of invasion (cf. Section |C.1)). To this aim, we will investigate the stopping time

RI? =inf {t > 0: N5/ ¢ [n2 — 0,72 + o]} }

for o > 0 and j € {<,>}. Let us first study the process NS; By [EK86L Theorem 2.1, p. 456], the
dynamics of this process is close to the dynamics of the unique solution to

fLQ(t) = ng(t)()\Q — U — Ce — C?”Q(t))

Since (2.9) and (2.15)) hold with A; > p, A2 > p follows thanks to part (i) of Lemma Hence, we

find that for all sufficiently small € > 0, this system has a unique coordinatewise positive equilibrium
ﬁg’j = %, which is asymptotically stable and tends to ny = Ao — p as € | 0, whereas 0 is
unstable and there is no other coordinatewise nonnegative equilibrium. Further, starting from any
positive initial condition, the solution converges to the stable positive equilibrium as ¢ — oo (which is
a direct consequence of the boundedness of the solution, given the aforementioned stability properties

of the two equilibria). Thus, we can find &), > 0 such that for any ¢ € (0, (),
Ay~ — fio| < e and 0 ¢ [Az — 2¢, Az + 2¢].

Now, similarly to the proof of Lemma [C.2] we can use results by Freidlin and Wentzell about exit of
jump processes from a domain [FW84, Section 5] in order to construct a family (over K) of Markov
processes (Ng,t)tzo whose transition rates are positive, bounded, Lipschitz continuous, and uniformly
bounded away from 0 such that for

Eg’j = inf {t >0: ]f\vfz,t §é [7_22 — £,N2 —i—E]}
there exists V' > 0 such that for all i € {a,d} we have

P(Ry" > efV) =P(Ry"™ > &V) — 1. (C.28)

K—oo

See [CO6, Section 4.2] for further details. Similarly, we obtain

P(RSS > V) — 1 2
(R > oY) — 1, (C.29)
where without loss of generality we can assume that the constants V in (C.28) and in (C.29) are the

same. Now note that R3. > R;’f A Rg’f on the event {R3. < T!}. This together with (C.28) and
(1C.29) implies that

lim P(R3. <™V ATH =0. (C.30)

K—oo

Now, we can find a pair of two-type branching processes N’i’j = (Nf(’lj, ngc’lj) = (Ni’i, Nf{ﬁ)tzo and
- - - - -
N7~ = (N7=, NjF) = (N1€£LE7N1€£l})t20 such that

la »

Ny <KNE,<NG5,  Yoe{adl, (C.31)
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almost surely on the time interval [0, R3. AT]. Indeed, in order for (C.31]) to be satisfied, the processes
Ni’j and Ni’t can be defined with the following rates and initial conditions:

o 11 4
(Nfﬁ,Ni’ii): (%a%)%(lz ,%) at rate i\,

: 1
(%’%) - <ZK 7%) at rate i(pu+ (1 —p)(C(n2 + 3¢)) + 7(n2 + 2¢)),
S 1 i1
(%7 %) — (l 7 %) at rate pCi(ng — 2¢),
S 1 i1
<%a%> — <Z; ,]T) at rate jO',
° i) (i J'—l) :
(Kv K — KK at rate jru,

started from an initial condition (Niﬁ), N satisfying LK(N&% + Ni)| =¢/2, and

= ArE iJ i+1 .

(lea,_taNled,t)~ <?7?)_><K7?) at rate iAq,
(2. 2) = (5 L) atrate iGut (1—p)(Clnn —22)) + (s —22)
g J . _ _ _
K,K K ,K a ate ZM P no 13 TN g)),
i i—1 j+1> o
(K’ K> — < % &K at rate  pCi(ng + 3¢),
(i j) <i+1 j—l) ¢ rat .
K’K K, K at rate jo,
T T s T at rate KLL.
K K K K JrH

started from an initial condition (Nfﬁ), foo) satisfying [ K (Ni’l% + Nfﬁ))] = ne/2. This coupling is
based on the same principle as the one satisfying .

For all € > 0 sufficiently small, both of these two-type branching processes are subcritical, cf. Sec-
tion In other words, the largest eigenvalues P respectively ASZ of their mean matrices J&=
respectively JZ defined analogously to the matrix J introduced in , are strictly negative.
Further, these eigenvalues both converge to the largest eigenvalue X of J , which was explicitly ex-
pressed in , as € | 0. From this, analogously to |[CCLLS21, Section 3.3], we conclude that
the extinction time of these processes started from [L”IQ(EJ, || + 1] is of order (% + O(e)) log K.
This in turn follows from the general assertion [ANT2, p. 202] that for a two-type branching process
M= (N(t))e>0 = (M(t), N2(t))s>0 that is subcritical, with its mean matrix having largest eigenvalue
A < 0, given that 911 (0) + N2(0) € [| 28], [EK | 4 1], defining

S =inf{t > 0: My(t) + Mao(t) > [eK]}, >0, (C.32)

and
S =inf{t > 0: Ny (t) + Na(t) = 0}, (C.33)
the following hold:
vC < A7 lim P(&) < ClogK) =0
K—oo
and
Ve >\ lim P(&) < ClogK) =1.
K—o0

Further, if 9% (0) + 92(0) = L"I;ej, then for all small enough £ > 0,

lim P(eg\f > KA G‘EEKJ) = 0. (C.34)

K—o0
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Now for £ > 0 we can estimate as follows

P(Ty < Elog K) — P(Gfﬁ’j < ElogK) <P(Ty > T! A K) +P(T! NK > R3,)

e (C.35)
<P(&," > GL KJ /\K) +P(T! ANK > R3,).
Here, the first inequality can be verified in the following way:
P(Ty < Elog K) IP’( N <E10gK):IP’(T0 <E10gK<6éVE<)
P(R3. < Ty < ElogK,R3, < T}) +P(T} < Ty < Elog K, R3, > T}) (C.36)
P(R3. < T} A Elog K) +P(T) > T2)

< IP’(R2€ <TINK)+P(T§ > T AK)

As soon as € > 0 is sufficiently small, the second term in the last line of (C.35) tends to zero as
K — oo according to ((C.30)) and so does the first one according to (C.34]). We conclude that

hmsup]P’(TO <ElogK) < hm ]P’(G A SElogK)

K—o0
and
hmlnf]P’(TO < ElogK) > Khm P(S, A < ElogK).
—00
Hence, we conclude the proposition. O

C.4. Proof of Theorems [2.9 and [2.10] Putting together Propositions [C.I} [C.3] and [C.4] we now
prove our main results, maklng use of some arguments from [CCLLS21, Section 3.4], similarly to
[BT20), Section 3.4]. However, the possibility of convergence to a stable coexistence equilibrium gives
rise to a case distinction that was absent from these two papers. Throughout the proof we will assume
that A1 > p. Our proof strongly relies on the coupling . More precisely, we define a Bernoulli
random variable B as the indicator of nonextinction

B :=1{Vt > 0: Ny(t) > 0}

of the approximating branching process (Ng(t))tzo defined Section which is initially coupled with
the same branching processes as (K NQI,{t)tZO according to ((C.11)). Let f be the function defined in
Proposition Throughout the remainder of the proof, we can assume that ¢ > 0 is so small that

fle) < 1.
We want to show that

liminf €(K,e) > g2 — o(e) (C.37)
K—o0
holds for )
—p( L0 £y 2 5 _
QS(K, 5) = P(log7K S f(s)?TO < ng /\TSEO,B = 0)
Moreover, we want to show that in case ¢ < 1,
liminf 370 (K,¢) > 1 — g2 — o(e), (C.38)
K—o0
where we define
K )~—P<’ 5 —(3_3)‘ < f(e), Tep < T2 E—l)
&)= log K VAR F 0=
and
CcO TSCO
(K,@): (’@—*‘_ TSCO<TO /\TS2 B—l)

further, we put jo = co in case (niq,n14,n2) exists as a coordinatewise positive equilibrium (this
corresponds to the case when both (2.14) and (2.9) hold; cf. also Lemmas and [A.1)) and jo = 2
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otherwise (which corresponds to the case when (2.14)) and (2.10) hold). Throughout the proof, 5 is
to be thought as positive and sufficiently small; we will comment on how small it should be in the
individual cases.

The assertions (C.37)) and (C.38) together will imply Theorem and the equation ([2.30) in The-
orem The other assertion of Theorem equation ([2.31)), follows already from (C.3).

Let us first consider the case of mutant extinction in the first phase of invasion and verify (C.37)).
It is clear that we have

¢(K,e) ZIP( 75

2 n_ 2
et < JENTE < Ty AT, B=0,T; <T% AR} ).

Now, according to our initial conditions, one can choose 8 > 0 sufficiently small such that for all
sufficiently small € > 0 we have
2 1
T\/E/\Rb\/é < ng /\TS/CBO’

almost surely. We assume further on during the proof that § satisfies this condition. Then,

T2 P
>P(—2 < =0,T7 :
¢(K,e) > P(logK < f(e).B=0,T} <T>. AR} f) (C.39)
Moreover, analogously to the proof of [CCLLS21l Proposition 3.1], we obtain
h}r{nj;lop ]P’({B = 0}A{TE < T2 A R;\/}) o:(1), (C.40)

where A denotes symmetric difference, and

limsup]P’({ﬁ = O}A{TéE’Q)’2 < 00}) = 0:(1).
K—oo

Together with (C.39), these imply that

< (). 1% < o0) +0.(1)

T2
lim inf ¢(K, >IP’< 0
iminf €(K. &) 2P

(C.41)

/)\\T(572)72 _
> 0 < (572)72 > (s, 2)
_P<7logK < f(e), Ty < oo) +0:(1) > (T oo) + 0:(1),

where in the second inequality of (C.41)) we used the coupling (C.11]). Thus, using (C.12), we arrive

at (C.37). Hence, we have derived (2.30).

Let us move on to the case of mutant survival in the first phase of invasion and verify (C.38).
Arguing analogously to , we get
hmsup]P’({B = BA{T?, < T ARy }) = 0c(1).

K—oo
Hence,
lim inf 3% (K, ) = lim inf P i —(1—1)‘<f()T <TETZ <TEAR] ) +o.(1)
iU e) =P (lig g ~ (57 3) 1570 T < T T < T0 A Rive) o
(C.42)
if jo =2, and
li fjJOK li f]P> TSCO ! < f(e), T T2 AN Teo, T? T2 AR 1
380~ 1 < 0, <1517 7 T )
(C.43)

if jo = co. For e > 0 and 8 > 0, we recall the set B2 from (C.18). Note that if T\2/g < 00, then for
all small enough ¢ > 0, Nfﬁz € B2 for all sufficiently large K (depending on ¢). From now on, we

Ve
assume that € > 0 is so small that it satisfies this condition. Further, we define another set

B = [0, /2] x [0,58/2] x [A2 — B/2, 72 + B/2]
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and the stopping time
TY :=inf {t >T e NK ¢ ’B%}.
Note that for jy = 2, %‘é is in fact the analogue of Sgo for jo = co: these two sets are small closed
neighbourhoods of the state that the rescaled population process will reach with high probability
conditional on survival of mutants. However, in case jo = 2, we additionally need to take into account
the time of extinction of the trait 2 population. Thus, vaguely speaking, we want to show that with
high probability the process has to pass through B2 in order to reach Séo, whatever jo € {2,co} is,
and afterwards it has to go through %% in order to reach 52 in case jo = 2. Then, using to the Markov
property, we can estimate T'gj, by estimating T2 - T [’3’ \f, and Tsl T\é’ in case jo = 2, and by
)
. . 2 2 . . _
estimating T’ VG and ngo -T /= In case jo = co.

In case jo = 2, (C.42) implies that

T52 1
lim inf 3%(K, ¢) > P((log;. - <§ - X)‘ < J(e).T% < T§ AR} o, T < Tz, Tz < T3 ) + 02(1)
2 = - _ _
>P<‘T¢5_1‘<f(€) ‘Tﬁ T _fe Ts Tﬁ+1’<f(€)
- log K )\ logK |— 371 logK A3
T\[ < TO AN Rb\[’ < T52 TsQ < To) + 05(1),
whereas in case jg = co, ((C.43)) implies that
Tg < 1 _
lim inf 3% (K. £) > P(‘l 7 i’ < f(e), T\[ <T§ARY 2 Ty < T ATz + (1)
T2 Tgco — £
a f(e) B f(e ) 2 2 1 2

Note that for 8 > 0 small enough and € > 0 sufficiently small chosen accordingly, R, \[ almost

Tgio
surely, whatever jo is. Hence, applying the strong Markov property at times T\Q/E and Tg implies
f(e)

y 1 f
~2 > ’ NG ‘ <
liminf 3°(K, e) > liminf {P( gk 3 5 T\[ <T¢AR \[)

T —T% ) A
X inf IP’(‘ ‘ < L&) g g ‘N _n) C.44
n=(niq,n14,n2): nEB? log 3 g 010 ( )
Ts2 - j_\‘// 1 n
. B B f(e) K _
anen%f%]?(’logl(‘i‘}v\‘ §T7T52 <T0‘NO —H)} +05(1)
in case jo = 2, and
T2 £
.. emcO . Ve f(e) 2 1
a2 0.2) > pnint [B(| 225 = 5 < S0 T <AL o
x inf P((TS%OT\Z)/E IO p e AT NK—n)} |
neB3 logK |~ 3 7% 0" EspT0 T

in case jo = co. Hence, it remains to show that the right-hand side of (C.44]) respectively (C.45) is
close to 1 — g2 as K — oo, given that £ > 0 is small. Let us first analyse the first term (which appears
on the right-hand side of both equations) and show that

T2 1
n[gglofp(‘log@ _i‘ < f;E),TfE<T02,T\[<TO ARM) — 2 + 0.(1). (C.46)
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Now, we have the following

(‘&—E‘SMT\[<TO/\R\[) P(‘li%(—i‘gmz’f<TOARf)
)\T2 £)
>P<}@—1’_—T\[<TO/\R\[>

/\T )\TQ
Ve : f ‘ ‘
>P — —-1| < T2 A
- (logK log K — logK -6 \f< 0 Rb\[)
Note that for any three events A, Ag, As, the following holds
P(Al NAsN Ag) > P(AQ N Ag) — P(Ai: N Ag) - P(Ag N Ag)

Applying this to the previous chain of inequalities, we obtain

T? F
Ve fe ) T2
P ’ ‘ <& 2 o
<logK NE) Tr< OARW) (Ca7)
AT? F PV '
> 1< —= > I
_P(’logK | < ST <TEAR ) - P(logK‘ T <TEAR ).
Proposition implies that the first term on the right-hand side of (C.47)) satisfies
AT2 F
.. Ve ‘ < f(e) >1 — g0 —
li?iliéfp(‘logfc | < 5212 < ARL) 21— g —ou(1).
Finally, thanks to [CCLLS21 Lemma A.2], the second term on the right-hand side of (C.47) satisfies
T2 F
NG f(e) 2 2 1
| P >—=T T =o:(1).
ey <logK =g tve <o AR z) = 0:(1)

This implies (C.46)).

Now, let us handle the second phase of invasion, both in the case jy = 2 (fixation of trait 2, which
corresponds to an almost-fixation already by the end of the second phase) and in the case jo = co
(convergence to the coexistence equilibrium). For m = (my4, mig, ma) € [0,00)3, let n(™) denote the
unique solution of the dynamical system with initial condition m. Thanks to the continuity of
flows of this dynamical system with respect to the initial condition (cf. [DLA06L Theorem 1.1]) and
thanks to the convergence provided by Proposition it follows that if § > 0 is sufficiently small,
then there exist €g, 09 > 0 such that for all € € (0,£¢) and § € (0,dp), there exists 557575 > 0 such that
for all t > fg,g’e, one has

Hn<n°>(t) - (0,0,ﬁz)H <

RS

in case jp = 2, and

(1) ~ (n1 1, m2)]| < 2

in case jo = co, for any initial condition n® = (n9,,n?,, n) € B2.

Now, using [EK86, Theorem 2.1, p. 456], we conclude that for all sufficiently small § > 0 and
accordingly chosen ¢ < ¢, the following hold. If jo = 2, then

lim P(fg ~ T2 <55 [NK € %g’) —1—0.(1),

K—oo

whereas if jo = co, then

. 2 -~

N ¢ %g) =1-o.(1).
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Thus, for jo = 2, the second term on the right-hand side of (C.44) is close to 1 when K tends to oo,
is small and € > 0 is small enough chosen according to 8. The same holds for the second term on the
right-hand side of (C.45|) in case jo = co. In the latter case, together with (C.46)) we have obtained

liminf 3°(K,e) > 1 — g2 — 0:(1),

K—o0

which implies (2.26)) and (2.27)).

Finally, let us consider the third term on the right-hand side of (C.44)) (in the case jo = 2 of fixation
of trait 2). Proposition implies that there exists By > 0 (denoted as gy in Proposition |C.4)) such
that for all 8 < Sy,

Ts2 - T\”
lim P(‘ﬁiﬁ
K—o0 log K
Combining (C.46) with the convergence of the second and the third term on the right-hand side of
(C.44)) to 1, we obtain

+§’ < J“gf)\Ng eBY) =1-0.(1).

liminf 3'(K,e) > 1 — g2 — 0-(1),

K—o0

which implies (2.28) and (2.29).

APPENDIX D. INVASION OF TRAIT 1 AGAINST TRAIT 2: PROOF OF THEOREMS 2.11] AND 212

In this section we investigate the case when the resident trait is 2, which in particular has no
dormant state, and the mutant trait is 1, which exhibits dormancy. This situation is similar to the
one analysed in [BT20], with the additional effect of HGT that is beneficial for the residents and
harmful for the mutants. We will be able to use methods of [BT20, Section 4.1], which in turn use
various techniques of [CCLLS21) Section 3.1], but some coupling arguments have to be altered in order
to handle HGT. Of course, many arguments for this invasion direction are also similar to our proofs
in Section [C] about the reverse one, whence we will omit some details of the proofs in the present
section. Still, the treatment of the dynamical system requires some additional care compared to
the HGT-free case.

D.1. The first phase of invasion: mutant growth or extinction. For ¢ > 0, we recall the
stopping time R? from , which is the first time that the resident population leaves the closed
e-ball around the equilibrium no = ’\2(; £ (for Ay > p). Note that this stopping time also depends on
K. Now, the following holds about the first phase of invasion.

Proposition D.1. Assume that Ay > pu and A #0. Let K — m& be a function from (0,00) to [0, 00)
such that m& € £Ng and limp oo m& = niy. Then there exists a function f: (0,00) — (0,00) tending
to zero as € | 0 such that for any & € [1/2,1],

- | < FONE = (G 0mE)) ~ (1= @) o) O

1 2 T1§
I IP’(Tl <T'AR )7
llr(n—?;lop et 0 247 [log K K

and

1
lim sup P(Tol <TL AR, )Ngf - (—,O,mf)) - q2( = 0:(1) (D.2)
K—oo K

This proposition is the analogue of [BT20), Proposition 4.1]. We will now explain what has to be
altered in the proof of [BT20] in order to handle the additional HGT terms. The first step of the proof
is to verify the following lemma.



A STOCHASTIC POPULATION MODEL WITH DORMANCY AND TRANSFER 45
Lemma D.2. Under the assumptions of Proposition[D.1], there exists a positive constant £o such that
for any € € [1/2,1] and 0 < € < g,
limsupP(R; ¢ < Tk ATy) =0.

K—o0

Let us now explain how to obtain Lemma via an adaptation of the proof of [BT20, Lemma 4.2].

Proof. We prove the lemma via coupling the rescaled population size NQ{(t with two birth-and-death

processes, Ny, and N;f ;» on time scales where the mutant population size remains still small compared
to K. More precisely, following [CCLLS21l, Section 3.1.2],

Ny, < Ngy <N, as. WVE<TyATL. (D.3)

In order to satisfy (D.3]), the processes Ny = (N, ;)i>0 and Ny = (N;t)tzo can be defined with the
following birth and death rates

. 1
Ny, %—)l;—( at rate iAo,
. 1 )
%%ZK at rate i(,u—i—C%—i—Csé).
and
. 1
N{t: % Z; at rate i\g + 7€%,
. 1 .
%—)zK at rate i(u—}—C%).

Using this coupling, which is based on the same principle as the one satisfying , the proof can
be continued analogously to the one of [BT20, Lemma 4.2]. Following the arguments of that proof,
one arrives at the point from where the lemma follows as soon as one shows that for V' > 0 small
enough, one has

lim e *VE(R).: ATy AT%) =0. (D.4)

K—oo

Now, we can again verify (D.4) similarly to [CCLLS21l Section 3.1.2] and hence also to the proof
of Lemma (note that in [BT20] only the case when the approximating branching process
((N14(t), N14(t)))t>0 is supercritical was handled, which allowed for a simpler proof). Since we have

E[R;e ATy AT] < E[/O KNyt |,
it suffices to show that there exists C' > 0 such that
Rig/\TOl/\ng »
E[ / KN{ftdt} < C:4K. (D.5)
0
To this end, it is enough to show that there exists a function g: (%NO)3 — R defined as
9(n1a, n1d, n2) = 11N1a + Y214 (D.6)
such that
Ly(N}) > N}, (D.7)

where £ is the infinitesimal generator (cf. Appendix [B) of (N&);>¢ and we write NF = N{;t + N{;t.
Indeed, if (D.7)) holds, then by Dynkin’s formula,

Rge ¢ AR /\TEl& Rga ¢ AR AT;g
E[ / KN{ftdt] < E[ / KLg(NK )dt} =E[Kg(Nf: zenm,) — Ka(NE)]
0 0 2¢ €

< (M VY2)et K — (v A )
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follows, which implies , independently of the signs of 71 and ~3. Here, Dynkin’s formula can
indeed be applied because IE[R%EE AT, 01 AT 615] is finite. That holds because given our initial conditions,
with positive probability the single initial active trait 1 individual dies due to natural death within a
unit length of time before any event of the process N occurs, and hence already T01 is stochastically
dominated by a geometric random variable, which has all moments. We now apply the infinitesimal
generator £ to the function g introduced in once again, which yields

ﬁg(NtK) = leg,t [()‘1 — K= C(NQK,t + Nllg,t) - TNzl,(t)’Yl +PC(N2{(t + Nllg,t)’h] + Nlié,t [U’Yl — (kp +U)’Y2]-

Hence, according to , it suffices to show that there exist v1,72 € R such that the following system
of inequalities is satisfied:

(A1 — s = O(Nig + Nay) = TN3) 71 + pC(Nigy + Nyy)ye > 1 (D.8)

and
oy — (kp+0o)y2 > 1. (D.9)
We claim that as long as t < R% e N L A Tlg, the matrix
& &
JE () = Al —p— CN{(it —(C+ T)Nz{(t pC(Nf;t + NQKt)
o —Kit— 0O

is entrywise close to the mean matrix J introduced in (2.13]), namely (noting that the two matrices
have the same second row), there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

[(T5() = J),| < Cf, Wi e 1,2}, (D.10)
Indeed, as long as t < R%sﬁ ANTE A Tglg, for j =1 we have that
|\ = = CN{gy = (C+ 7)Ngy) = (M = o= (C 4 7)) | < 2(C + 7)et + CeS,
whereas for j = 2 we have
[pC(Niy s + N3y) = pCia| < pC(26° + ).

This implies (D.10) for eg. C = 3C + 27.

Let us now choose (71,72). Thanks to the assumption that A\; > p, given that ¢ > 0 is sufficiently
small, JX(¢) + ((C + 7)Ag 4+ 2(kp + 0))Id is a matrix with positive entries, where Id denotes the 2 x 2
identity matrix. Hence, writing ug = (C + 7)ng + 2(kpu + o), it follows from the Perron—Frobenius

theorem that there exists a strictly positive right eigenvector I' = (71,72) of J + ugld corresponding
to the eigenvalue A + ug. Then we have

(J + UOId)fT = (X + UQ)fT,

and thus also JIZ = AI'7. Since by assumption hy # 0 and I has two positive coordinates, we obtain
that ~ ~

= (1,72) == 2AF1 A F2))~'T
is well-defined, and it solves N

JTT = AT, (D.11)
further, Ay; > 2 holds for all i € {1,2}. Now, using (D.11)) and (D.10), we obtain
M1 = p = CN, = (C+7)N3Y) +72pC (NS, + N3S) = |
= |1 (CN{s 4+ (C+ )Ny — (C +7)na) +72pC(NT5 , + NJy = 72)| < (Im + [al)Ce*.

Finally, since le > 2, it follows that if € > 0 is small enough, then as long as t < Rge§ NT, 01 A Tgl§7 we
have
N1 = p = CNfyy = (C+7)N3y) + 72(pC(Nig + Nay)) > 1.
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This (together with the fact that J and J(¢) have the same second row for any positive K and t)
implies (D.7)), and hence the proof of Lemma is concluded. O

Proof of Proposition[D.1. In what follows, similarly to [BT20, Section 4.1], we consider our population
process on the event
Ao ={Ty NT, < R3¢}

for sufficiently small € > 0. On this event, the invasion or extinction of the mutant population will
happen before the resident population substantially deviates from its equilibrium size. We couple on
A, the process (KNfg,t, KN{;t) with two two-type branching processes (leé,_w Nfél,_t) and (Nfc’:;, Nfg;)
on Ng (these again depend on K, but we omit that from the notation) such that almost surely, for
any t <t.: =Ty AT AR5 . and v € {a,d},

Ni, < Nio(t) < N3

1 1
5U7—t K :i’ (D'12)
Ny S KNy < Ny

where the approximating branching process ((Niq(t), Nld(t)))tzo was defined in Section We claim
that in order to satisfy (D.12), these processes can be defined with the following jump rates:

(Moo Nigg)s (i,5) = (i+1,5)  atrate Ay,
(i,7) = (i —1,7) at rate i(p+ (1 — p)C(° 4 ng + 2¢%) + 5pCet
+ 7 (g + 2%)),
(i,j) = (i—1,j+1) atrate ipC(ng — 2%),
(4,5) = (i+1,7—1) atrate jo,

(i,5) = (i, — 1) at rate  jrp,
and
(Ni;j;fv NyB): o (i i+1,7) at rate i)\,
i—1,7) at rate i(u+ (1 — p)C(ng — 2¢%) — 5pCed),

i—1,7+1) atrate ipC(ng+ 28 + %),
i+1,7—1) atrate jo,
(4,7) = (1,5 — 1) at rate jrpu.

The idea of this coupling is similar to the one of the coupling satisfying (C.4]). Given this coupling, the
proof of Proposition can be completed analogously to the one of [BT20, Proposition 4.1] (which
uses further arguments of [CCLLS21]), noting that for the mutant population of trait 1, HGT is just
a special case of death by competition. Here, we also note that although the case when A < 0 was not
considered in [BT20], in this case the same proof techniques can be applied as for A > 0. O

D.2. The second phase of invasion: Lotka—Volterra phase. Assume that holds. On the
event {T\l/g < TOI/\RS \/g} C A, after time T} the total mutant (trait 1) population has size close to e K.
Note that Proposition does not tell about the proportion of dormant and active mutants at time
T 51. Similarly to [BT20L Section 4.2.2], we show that with high probability, there exists a point in time
in the interval [T;,T\lﬁ] such that at this time, the total mutant population size is still comparable
to €K, and the proportion of the active and dormant mutants is near the equilibrium proportion
((N1a(t), Nld(t)))tzo We verify this in Section using arguments similar to [CCLLS21l BT20].
Starting from such a proportion of active and dormant mutants, the limiting dynamical system
will converge to (ni4,n14,n2) in the case of stable coexistence and to (714, 714,0) in the case

(2.10) of mutant fixation; we will prove this in Section
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D.2.1. Kesten—Stigum arguments. If (2.14) holds, then \is positive. Hence, the Kesten—Stigum the-
orem (see eg. [GB03, Theorem 2.1]) ensures that we have

( Nya(t) Nia(t) ) .
Nla(t) + Nld(ty Kﬁa(t) + Jvld(t) K—o0

(T1as T1d)

almost surely, conditional on the survival of the approximating branching process (N 1a (1), Nld(t))tzm
where (714, 714) is the positive left eigenvector of the matrix J defined in (2.13) associated to A\ such
that w14 + mq¢ = 1, which can be computed explicitly according to (2.16). We have the following

proposition.

Proposition D.3. Assume that (2.14) holds (in other words, X > 0) with Ay > p. Then there exists
C > 0 sufficiently large such that for 6 > 0 such that w1, £ 9 € (0,1), under the same assumptions as

Proposition [D1],

lim ianP’(Ht e [T, 1!

eK
im ini Vel & < ENigy + KNig, < VEK,

D.13
legyt ( )

Ma =0 < o NE
Nla,t + Nld,t

<7r1a+5T\1/g<T01/\R%\/g> >1—o.(1).

The proof of this proposition is very similar to the one of [BT20, Proposition 4.4], which employs
some arguments of the proof of [CCLLS21l Proposition 3.2]. Compared to the setting of [BT20], only
the additional HGT terms have to be handled, which can be treated very similarly to the terms for
death by competition. We refrain from presenting further details here.

D.2.2. Convergence of the dynamical system. Next, we show that for A > 0, starting from an ini-
tial condition where the dormant/active proportion of mutants is sufficiently balanced, the system
converges towards the coexistence equilibrium (n14,n14,n2) under the assumption and to the
monomorphic equilibrium (714, 7214, 0) of trait 1 under the assumption . The proof of this lemma
uses ideas from the proof of [BT20, Lemma 4.7], however, the extension of that proof is not immediate
because of the additional HGT terms and possible coexistence.

Lemma D.4. Assume that (2.14) holds with Ao > p. Let us consider the system of ODFEs (12.1).
Then, if for t =0 we have

pC(ni1q(t) + na(t)) . n14(t)

, D.14
Kl + o N14(t) ( )
further,
n1q(t) J R A1+ C(na(t) + nig(t)) + TTLQ(t)’ (D.15)
nla(t) o
and
na(t) > 0,n14(t), n14(t) > 0, (D.16)
then under condition (2.10)), the following holds:
Jim (114 (), ma(t), n2(t)) = (R, 114, 0), (D.17)

whereas under condition (2.9), there exists € > 0 such that if (n14(0),n14(0),n2(0)) additionally satis-
fies
nla(O) + ng(O) < \/E and ng — 2\/5 < 712(0) < ng + 2\/5, (D.18>
then we have
lim (n14(t), n14(t), n2(t)) = (n1q, n1d, n2). (D.19)

t—o00



A STOCHASTIC POPULATION MODEL WITH DORMANCY AND TRANSFER 49

Proof. Note that (D.14]) is equivalent to the condition that ni4(¢) > 0 and (D.15) is equivalent to the
condition that ni4(t) > 0. Hence, as long as (D.14) and (D.15) hold, ¢ — ni4(¢) and t — ni4(t) are
strictly increasing.

Let us assume that (D.14)), (D.15), and (D.16) are satisfied for t = 0. We claim that then both of

these inequalities hold for all £ > 0 unless for some t > 0,
pC(n1q(t) +n2(t))  nia(t) _p—Mt C(na(t) + nia(t)) + mna(t)

Kl + o n1a(t) o

(D.20)

Indeed, let us assume that for some ¢ > 0, (n14(t), n14(t), n2(t)) lies on the boundary of the set
U= {(ﬁla,ﬁld,ﬁ2) € [0700) X (07 OO) X (07 OO)Z " ‘ , and " hold for
(n1a(t), n1a(t), n2(t)) = (M14, N1d, N2) }
with ni4,m14 > 0. Then one of the following conditions holds:
(i) ﬁld(t) =0, ﬂla(t) > 0,
(ii) flla(t) =0, T'lld(t) > 0,
(iil) n1a(t) = n1q(t) = 0.

In case (i) we have

(D.21)

d [nld(t)} _ —n14(t)n14(t)

@t Lria(0) a2 O

The case yields

g[nld(t)} _ 11a(t)n1a(t) 0
dt Lnie(t) N1a(t)? '

We conclude that s +— (n14(s), n14(s), n2(s)) cannot enter the interior of the complement of the open
set U defined in (D.21)). Hence, in case the solution reaches the boundary of the set U, after an
arbitrarily short time, either the solution will be situated in U again or condition will still be
satisfied.

Since solutions of with coordinatewise nonnegative initial conditions are bounded (depend-
ing only on the initial condition), we infer from from the previous consideration, using monotonic-
ity, that ¢t — (n1a(t),n14(t),n2(t)) converges along a subsequence to some (nj,,n};n3) such that
for (nia(t),n14(t),n2(t)) = (nj,,ni4n3), the inequalities and are replaced by the
corresponding equalities (whereas is still satisfied). But this convergence implies that at
(n]q, M4 m3), the time derivative of the no-coordinate of must be equal to zero. This can
only happen if (n},,nj;,n3) is an equilibrium of with nj, and nJ; positive and n3 nonnegative,
i.e., either (n},,nj;n3) = (n1a, n14,n2) or (nj,, i, ns) = (14, 14, 0).

In case holds, only the latter case is possible because the coexistence equilibrium (114, 714, 72)
does not exist. Hence, thanks to the boundedness of the solution, t +— (n14(t), n14(t), n2(t)) must
converge along all subsequences to (714, 7114, 0), which implies .

In case (2.9) is satisfied, our goal is to show that only (n],,n},,n5) = (114,114, n2) is possible. We
claim that under (2.14)) we have (regardless of whether A\ > p)

Mg > Nig -+ No > N, (D.22)
where we recall the notation ny = )‘267 £ Indeed, by part of Lemma, we have
0=MXy—pu—Chnsy :AQ—N—C(n1a+n2)+7n2,

which implies the second inequality in (D.22]). In order to verify the first inequality in (D.22]), we note
that in case (n14,m14,12) exists as a coordinatewise positive equilibrium, we have according to (2.7))
that

(A2 — A1) (kp + 0)
Cpo — (kpu+ o)t

Nig + N2 =
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and
ny, = M =Wt o)
C(ip+ (1 =p)o)
Now, since by assumption holds, thanks to Lemmathis also implies that Cpo — (ku+0) < 0.
Given this and using elementary computations, we conclude that ni, +mno < n14 is equivalent to ,
which holds by assumption. Hence, the claim follows.

Let now € > 0 so small that
filg > Nig + No > Mo + 34/e;
such ¢ exists thanks to (D.22). Under the condition that 114(0) + n14(0) < /€ and ng(0) <
Ny + 2v/e = g + 24/ (where we used that Ay > 1), we have that n14(0) 4+ n2(0) < N2 + 3y/c. Assume
now for a contradiction that (n},,nj;, n3) = (i, 714,0). Then we have

lim inf nla(t) “+ no (t) > Nig + No2.
t—o00

Hence, thanks to the continuity of the solutions of (2.1)) and Bolzano’s theorem, there exists ¢ > 0
such that

ni1a(t) + na2(t) = nig + no. (D.23)

At the same time, we still have that
pC(n1q(t) +na(t)) < n1q(t) S B A+ C(na(t) + nia(t)) + mna(t)
KL+ o T nia(t) T o )

(D.24)

If both inequalities hold with an equality, then we immediately have (ni,(t),n14(t),n2(t)) =
(n1a4,n14,n2), and hence (n14(s), n14(s),n2(s)) = (nia,n14,n2) for all s > ¢, which contradicts the
assumption that (n},,nj;,n5) = (P14, M14,0). Else, there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all s € (¢, +9),
both inequalities of hold with a strict inequality after we replace s with ¢ everywhere. This im-
plies that na(s) < ng for all s € (¢,t+9), from which together with it follows that ni4(t) > nig.

Now, we have
n2(s) = na(s)(Aa—pu—C(n14(s)+n2(s))+1n14(s)) = na(s)(A2—p—C(nia+n2)+7mn14(t)) > 0, (D.25)

where we used that Ao — u — C(ni, + n2) + ™1, = 0 since (niq,n14,n2) is an equilibrium. It
follows that r — no(t + r) is increasing on (0,d). Since the right-hand side of is strictly
positive, one can easily improve these arguments in order to see that if ng(0) > 0 (which is true
thanks to for all € > 0 sufficiently small), then liminfs ;. n2(s) > 0. This contradicts the
convergence of s — (n14(s),n14(s), n2(s)) to (14,714, 0) along a subsequence. We conclude that along
all subsequences, the solution of converges to (n14,n14,n2), and hence the lemma follows. O

The last lemma of this section ensures that the state (m14,714,72) that the population process
approaches according to Proposition is an admissible initial condition for Lemma [D.4]

Lemma D.5. Assume that (2.14) holds with Ao > mu. Let C be chosen according to Proposz'tion
further, t > 0 and n14(t), n14(t), n2(t) > 0 such that na(t) € (Re—24/e, Na+21/€), n1a+n14 € (¢/C, Ve),
n14(t)

and e D) = %. Then, under the assumptions of the proposition, if € > 0 is sufficiently small, then

(n1a(t): n1a(t), na(t)) satisfies (D-14), (D-15), and (D-16).

Proof. The fact that (D.16) is satisfied for € > 0 sufficiently small follows simply from the assumption
A2 > u. Moreover, since (714, 714) is a left eigenvector of J corresponding to the eigenvalue A, we have

(M= A= S(a— )+ o =,
C T1a
P2 — 1) — (ki + o) 24 = X7

Tla Tla
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Hence, since A > 0, given that € > 0 is small enough, the bounds (D.14) and (D.15] follow from
estimating m14/m, from above respectively from below according to the conditions of the lemma.
Since these computations are elementary, we refrain from presenting the details here. O

D.3. The third phase of invasion: extinction of the resident population. Let us assume that
holds. After the second phase, the rescaled process Nf is close to the state (niq, n14, n2) under
condition and to (0,0,72) under condition (2.10). In the first case, there is no third phase;
more precisely, for the stochastic population process, the coexistence equilibrium (n14,n14, n2) is only
metastable, but with high probability, the process stays close to it for a time that is at least exponential
in K (see the beginning of Section for details and corresponding references). In contrast, in the
second case, there is a third phase, which takes O(log K) time units and ends with the extinction of
the formerly resident trait 2 with high probability after a time that is in logarithmic in K, while trait
1 stays close to its two-coordinate equilibrium. More precisely, we have the following proposition,
where we recall the set Sé from and the stopping time TSE from .

Proposition D.6. Assume that (2.14)) and (2.10) hold with Ao > p. There exist €9, Co,co > 0 such
that for all € € (0,¢e0), if there exists n € (0,1/2) that satisfies

‘N{g(O) —Ti1a| <€ and |Nf§(0) — gl <e and ne/2 < NE(0) < e/2,

then
VE > (1 + Chig — A1)~ 4 Coe, P(Tsy, < ElogK) — 1,
coe —00
V0 < E < (u+ Chgg — M) = Coe, P(Tsy . < Elog K) 0
€0 —00

Sketch of proof. This proposition is the analogue of Proposition [C.4] for the third phase of the invasion
with the roles of the two traits interchanged, in the case of fixation of mutants. On the other hand, the
inital conditions in Proposition are very similar to the ones in Proposition which investigates
the first phase of invasion in the reverse invasion direction. The essential difference is that while
Proposition only tells about the case when and , ie. when we expect that fixation of
trait 1 holds, according to the properties of the dynamical system . In particular, we have seen
that under these conditions we have X < 0.

Now, the proof of Proposition proceeds as follows. First, similarly to the proof of Lemmas
and E we first show that the rescaled mutant population size vector (Nfg’t, Nﬁ’t) stays close to its
equilibrium (714, 714) for long times, given that the resident population is small. This can be verified
via coupling this two-type population size process between two birth-and death processes on [0, T2].
The coupled processes can be chosen analogously to the proof of Lemma [C.2] with the only difference
being that in their definition, \/¢ must be replaced by ¢ everywhere. Now, analogously to the proof of
Lemmas and we can use results by Freidlin and Wentzell about exit of jump processes from
a domain [FW84, Section 5] to show that with high probability, we can find V' > 0 and ¢y > 0 such
that the following holds:

lim P(R}. <V ATZ)=0. (D.26)

K—oo
. e, < e,< £,> £,>
Now, we can find two branching processes Ny~ = (Ny;™)i>0 and Ny'= = (N3 )i>0 such that
N3& < KNE < N37 (D.27)
almost surely on the time interval

15X =10,R} . NT?].

coE
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Indeed, in order that (D.27) is satisfied, the processes Ng ' and N3 = can be defined with the following
rates and initial conditions:

NQE’S: i—i+1 atrate i(A + 7e(R1a — cog)), @ —i— 1 at rate i(u+ C(f1a + (co + 1)e)),
started from |neK |, and

NQE’Z: i—i+1 atrate i(A\ +7e(Rig + (co + 1)€)), i —i—1 at rate i(u + C(fi1g — o)),
started from |eK | + 1. This coupling is based on the same principle as the one fulfilling (C.11)).

For all ¢ > 0 sufficiently small, both of these branching processes are subcritical, cf. Section
The growth rates of these three processes are Ay — y — Ciizg + O(g) = A + O(g). From this, analo-
gously to [CCLLS21], Section 3.3], we derive that the extinction time of these processes started from
[[nKe], [eK |+1] is of order (—A+O(¢)) log K. This in turn follows from the fact that for a single-type
branching process 9N = (N(t));>0 with birth rate B > 0 and death rate D > 0 that is subcritical (i.e.,
B < D), the assertions ((C.32)) and (C.33]) are applicable. Here, one considers the branching process as
a two-type branching process where the second component stays zero for all times, and the Lyapunov
exponent A equals (D — B)~!. Further, if (0) = [nKe|, then for all small enough & > 0,

lim ]P’(Sé\/ > K AS@KJ) —0, (D.28)

K—oo

analogously to (C.34). Now for C' > 0 we can estimate as follows

P(T? < Clog K) — P(S)1 ™ < Clog K) <P(T¢ > T2 AK) + BT AK > R. ) D20)
<B(s) >SN AK)+P(I2AK > RL).

The first inequality in (D.29)) can be verified analogously to (C.36)). Once € > 0 is small enough, the

second term in the last line tends to zero as K — oo according to (D.26)) and so does the first one
according to (D.28). We conclude that

e,<
limsupIP’(Tg < ElogK) < lim IP’(SéV1 < ElogK)
K—o0 K—o0
and .
. 2 S 1 Np'= <
1%3511)(1’0 < ElogK) > Klgnoop(so < ElogK),
which implies the proposition. O

D.4. Proof of Theorems [2.11] and [2.12] Putting together Propositions D3, and we
now prove our main results, employing some arguments from [CCLLS21 Section 3.4], similarly to

[BT20l, Section 3.4], handling the additional effect of HGT and the eventual convergence to the co-
existence equilibrium. Throughout the proof we will assume that Ao > . Our proof strongly relies
on the coupling . More precisely, we define a Bernoulli random variable B as the indicator of
nonextinction

B = 1{Vt > 0: Nia(t) + Nig4(t) > 0}

of the approximating branching process ((]/\7 1a(1), N 1d(t)))e>0 defined Section which is initially cou-
pled with ((KN{g,t, KN ))i>0 according to (D-12). Let f be the function defined in Proposition
Throughout the rest of the proof, we can assume that € > 0 is so small that f(e) < 1.

Our goal is to show that

liminf £(K,e) > q1 — o(e) (D.30)
K—oo
holds for
E(K,e) ~:IP’< Ty < f(€), T} < Tg1 A Teo B:o)
T Jog K = 0 T As S '
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Further, we want to show that in case ¢; < 1,

liminf Z7°(K,e) > 1 — q1 — o(e), (D.31)
K—oo
where we define
V(K )-—IP’(‘ s —(1_1>’<f()T <TlB—1)
&)= log K SO VAR RAREF 0=
and
I°(K,e) : TSCO ), T TIANTe,B=1
(K.e) = (MOTK")— sp < T ATop B=1),

further, we put jo = co in case (nla,nld,ng) ex1sts as a Coordinatewise positive equilibrium (this
corresponds to either the case when both ( and (| hold cf also Lemmas and and
jo = 1 otherwise (which corresponds to the case When and (| hold). Throughout the proof,
B > 0 is to be understood as sufficiently small; we Wlll comment on how small it should be in the
individual cases.

The assertions (D.30) and (D.31)) together will imply Theorem and the equation ([2.36) in
Theorem The other assertion of Theorem equation (2.37)), is a consequence of (D.2)).

Let us start with the case of mutant extinction in the first phase of invasion and verify (D.30]).
Clearly, we have

Tl
E(K,e) > P(ﬁ < f(e), Ty < Tgy ATsgp, B =0,Ty < T A R%S).

Now, considering our initial conditions, one can choose S > 0 sufficiently small such that for all
sufficiently small € > 0 we have

1 2
T NR; < TS}E A TSLC%O’

almost surely. We assume further on during the proof that 5 satisfies this condition. Then,
Tl
E(K,e) > P(ﬁ < f(e),B=0,T} <T' A R%E). (D.32)

Moreover, similarly to the proof of Proposition with € = 1, we obtain
limsup P({B = 0}A{T} < T! A R3.}) = o(1), (D.33)
K—o0

where we recall that A denotes symmetric difference, and

limsup P({B = 0}A{T"" < o0}) = 0.(1),

K—oo

where we recall the coupling and define the stopping time
TED —inf{t > 0: NED (1) + NEP (@) = o).
Using , an analogue of implies that
liminf £(K, ) > P(Té€’+)’1 < oo) +o.(1).

Thus, employing an analogue of (C.12)), we obtain (D.30]), which implies (2.36]).

Let us continue with the case of mutant survival in the first phase of invasion and verify (D.31]).
Arguing analogously to (D.33)) but for & = 1/2, we get

11;(115;10;) P({B=1}A{Tz <Ty AR} 2}) = o=(1).
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Thus,
Jo TSI 1 1 1
l%nlan (K,e) = hmlan(’logK - <§ - i)‘ < f(s),TSé < TO,T\/ <13 /\sz) +0:(1)
(D.34)
if jo =1, and
. . TSCO
lim inf 77 (K, ) = 1}?5351@(‘ on K f’ < f(e) Tsy < Ty A Tgy, T < T ARQ\f) +o(1)
(D.35)

if jo = co. For € > 0,8 > 0 and § satisfying the conditions of Proposition we introduce the sets

Bl = [m1, — 6,710 + 0] x [¢/C,VE] x [z — 2V, Ry + 2v/7),
B3 = 10 — (8/2), e + (8/2)] X [1a — (8/2), 114 + (8/2)] x [0, 8/2],

and the stopping times

K
Nlat

T’ ::inf{tEO: <7,
: Nlat+N1[§t

Nllzi,t+N1]fi,t7N2I§) 6%;}7
Ty :=inf {t >T:NF ¢ EBB}.

Note that for jo =1, %% is in fact the analogue of Sf_;o for jo = co: these are small closed neighbour-
hoods of the metastable state that the rescaled population process will reach with high probability
conditional on survival of mutants. However, in case jo = 1, we additionally need to take into account
the time of extinction of the trait 2 population. Thus, informally speaking, we want to show that
with high probability the process has to pass through B! in order to reach Sé“, whatever jy € {1,co}
is, and afterwards it has to go through ‘B% in order to reach Sé in case jo = 1. Then, thanks to the
Markov property, we can estimate TS;O by estimating 77, Tg — 77, and TSé — T in case jo = 1, and

by estimating 77 and T, o — T! in case jo = co.

In case jo =1, (D.34]) implies that

Tsl 1
0 2o~ - < 75 <)
I%Iljglofz (K,e) > P oz K 5 f()T\[<TO /\R2\f,T,8 <TS[13,TS[13<TO +0:(1)
o
o p (\7_7‘ fle) (15 — 1T < 1) T T5+1’<f(5)
~— " \llog K ’ - 37l logK A3
! < T} A RM,T;; < Ty, Tgy < T3) +0:(1),
whereas in case jo = co, (D.35)) implies that
co T g 1
lim inf Z°(K, ¢) > (‘logK ‘ < b < TEARS 2, Tore < Ty ATgy ) + 02(1)
T/ TSCD —T
2P<‘@_i‘< 6) ‘ ligKa S (3) \1f<T0 /\R2\[, SC0<TO /\Tsl>+05(1),
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Note that for 8 > 0 sufficiently small and € > 0 sufficiently small chosen accordingly, Rg \[ SJO

almost surely, whatever jp is. Hence, the strong Markov property applied at times 7. and Tg imphes

. . 1 > i . ) 77‘ /
1}1;1:1;1;1 (K,e) > liminf [IF’( logK < T <T0,T\[ < Ty /\RQ\[>

K—o0
1!
X inf ( 15 — T < 1) Tg < T&’N? = n)
n:(n1a7n1d7n2): (nln_}_‘illd,nm-i-nld,nz)e%é 3
Tsl
x inf P(‘i ’ I 7 T‘N —nﬂ—i—o 1
ne®? log K Sz = F0|7Y0 e(1)
(D.36)
in case jo = 1, and
lim infZ* (K, £) > lim inf [IP’(‘ T ) <O o 7R )
K00 K00 logK Xl — 3 7°¢ Ve 2ve
Tog —T2) _ J(e)
x inf = < 17 Ty < T A T [NE = )]
n=(n1iq,n2,n2): (n1 +n1d n1a+n1d,n1)€%l IOgK 3 B B
(D.37)

in case jo = co. It remains to show that the right-hand side of (D.36) respectively (D.37) is close
tol —¢q as K — oo if ¢ is small. We begin with the first term (note that this one appears on the
right-hand side of both equations). We want to verify that

lim 1nf]P’<‘

K—o0

/!
1ogK_*‘— T<TO,T\[<T0/\R2\[)21—q1+o€(1). (D.38)
This can be done analogously to [CCLLS21, Proof of (3.61)], where Proposition plays the role of
[CCLLS21l, Proposition 3.2].

Now, let us treat the second phase of invasion, both in the case jy = 1 (fixation of trait 1, which
corresponds to an almost-fixation already by the end of the second phase) and in the case jo = co
(convergence to the coexistence equilibrium). For m = (m1q4, m1g,m2) € [0,00)3, let us recall that
n™) denotes the unique solution of the dynamical system with initial condition m. Thanks
to the continuity of flows of this dynamical system with respect to the initial condition (cf. [DLAO6
Theorem 1.1]) and thanks to the convergence provided by Lemma we deduce that if 5 > 0 is
small enough, then there exist £p,dp > 0 such that for all € € (0,&9) and § € (0,dp), there exists
t35. > 0 such that for all ¢t > tg 5.,

[n®)0) ~ (ire, 710, 0)| < 2

holds in case jy = 1, and

o

Hn(“o)(t) = (n1a, nld,nz)H <

holds in case jo = co, for any initial condition n® = (n9,,n%,,n3) such that (nl,/(n%, + nd;),nd, +

n?,,ny) € BL. Indeed, because of Lemma n¥ satisfies (D.14), (D.15)), and (D.16)) in case n?, /(nf,+

n(l)d) is equal to 714, and for all sufficiently small € > 0, the same follows by continuity for all n® =
(ncl]cw ncl)dv ng) such that (n(l)a/(n(l]a + n?d)v n?a + n?d? ng) € Bl

Now, using [EK86l Theorem 2.1, p. 456], we conclude that for all sufficiently small 5 > 0 and
accordingly chosen e < ¢, the following hold. If jo = 1, then

K
NlaO

(leg + NE

lim IP(T” —T! <t
1d,0

K—o0

NEo,NED) € BL) =1 - 0.(1),
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whereas if jo = co, then
Mo
<7’,N{§,N§§) e %1) =1-o0.(1).
Nllg,t + Nﬁ,t 7 7 )

Thus, for jo = 1, the second term on the right-hand side of is close to 1 when K tends to oo,
B is small and € > 0 is small enough chosen according to . Similarly, for jo = co, the second term on
the right-hand side of is close to 1 when K tends to oo, 8 is small and € > 0 is small enough
chosen according to 8. In the latter case, together with we have obtained

liminf 7°°(K,e) > 1 — q1 — 0:(1),
K—o0

which implies (2.32) and (2.33).

Finally, we investigate the third term on the right-hand side of (D.36]) (in the case jo = 1 of fixation
of trait 1). Proposition implies that there exists By > 0 (denoted as €y in Proposition such
that for all 8 < By, for € > 0 sufficiently small,

Tsl - T//
lim P(‘Biﬁ
K—o0 log K
Combining (D.38) with the convergence of the second and the third term on the right-hand side of
(D.36)) to 1, we obtain

+;‘ < fgf)‘Né( eB3) =1-0.(1).

liminf 7' (K, &) > 1 — q1 — 0-(1),
K—oo
which implies (2.34) and (2.35)).
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